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ABSTRACT 
This thesis looks at the relationship between the various sections 
of the church in the diocese of Hereford between 1327 and 1535, and 
their relationships with secular society at both state and local level. 
These groups, the bishop~ of Hereford, the dean and chapter, the parish 
clergy, the monastic and mendicant orders each had their own 
responsibilities and sphere of influence which frequently overlapped 
with those of other groups and necessitated adjustment and compromise. 
The laity, to a large extent, stood outside the church formed by these 
interlocking groups and had very little input, but remained passive 
consumers. Nevertheless the church was not separated from the state; 
the higher clergy at least werefxpected to take almost as great a part 
in secula~affairs as in those of the church and increasingly the 
spiritual role of the church became subordinated to its financial and 
·judicial needs. The temporal endowments of the church both diverted 
the attention of the clergy from their spiritual duties and provided 
an avenue for royal interference in the churth. Although these problems 
were common to many of the English secular cathedrals, the isolation 
and relative poverty of Hereford were factors which add a particular 
interest to this study. 
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INTRODUCTION 
From a distance the medieval church in England looked monolithic, 
-
and in considering church-state relations it is easy to assume that 
all members of the church had the same interests. In fact the church 
was diverse, and far from being a unit~dbody. Even within one diocese 
the church was made up of numerous groupings with often divergent 
interests. The membership of those groups might, and frequently did, 
overlap, but as a whole they had a recognisable and often corporate being 
with their own rights and responsibilities: often overlapping and 
frequently leading to conflicts. Each group too had its own contacts 
with the secular world, and its peculiar position dictated the nature 
of these relations locally and sometimes nationally. 
At the top of tree was the bishop. It is now accepted that the 
medieval bishop was not just a religious leader but also a major 
landbc.\cler under the crown, a figure of considerable local importance 
within his diocese (whether he was present or not), and often a public 
servant. Even if a bishop was not a major public servant he was of 
right summoned to parliament and was one of the traditional advisors 
of the crown. To have reached the pinnacle of the episcopate a bishop 
had needed to straddle the two worlds of church and state, and by the 
fourteenth century it was the king who had the most important say in 
choosing the bishops. Even his religious role had secular overtones 
in its judicial and financial aspects. Many matters were the province 
of the church which now belong to the state :- probate, morals, education, 
and so on. The bishop, through his officials, was ultimately responsible 
for these. The church made a considerable financial contribution 
to the state, and again the bishop was ultimately responsible, although 
the work was left to his officials. Immediately below the bishop in the 
hierarchical structure of the church were the dean and chapter, which 
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was an independent corporation, and by the fourteenth century it had 
control of the cathedral and close and a separate jurisdiction, that 
-
often clashed with that of the bishop, even though the two were inter-
dependent. At Hereford the chapter was at the collation of the bishop. 
Such positions were both a source of advisors and officials and a 
reward for his personal household, but however much they individually 
depended on the bishop, as a body they frequently saw the bishop as a 
rival. 
At the bottom of the heap were the parish clergy. For the majority 
the bishop was almost as remote a figure as the nobility were to the 
layman, and in both cases their main contact was judicial. The parish 
clergy were a vast disparate group; they included future bishops and 
members of cathedral chapters, as well as unlettered chaplains with 
an income of a few marks a year. Even the rector or vicar of a parish 
could vary from a wealthy pluralist sometimes with a degree to an 
elderly clerk resident in the same parish for over thirty years and 
with barely enough to live on. The 1-tter were far more frequent than 
the former. Their contacts were with the parishioners and patrons, and 
their concerns were very different from those of the higher clergy. 
Outside this basic hierarchical line stood religious houses, the 
older monastic orders and the newer mendicant orders. In theory the 
two coexisted but did not overlap; in practice they were connected at 
all levels with the secular clergy by an intricate web of contacts. 
In some cases the bishop had the right of visitation of the monasteries 
just as he did of parishes, but others were exempt. The rise of the 
friars presented a threat to the jurisdiction of the parish clergy 
and their income, while they supplemented their lack of learning. The 
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possessions of the monasteries often included the advowson af the 
-parish church, and the appropriation of rectories by a monastery was 
commonplace by the beginning of the fourteenth century. The monasteries, 
like the bishop or the dean and chapter, were landlords, and their 
income depended upon the handling of their estates. Like the parish 
clergy they looked to a lay patron for support and guidance. They too 
contributed taxes to the state and to the church as a whole, and some, 
like the bishops, were summoned to parliament. They too were subject 
to interference from the crown. 
The laity as a whole had very little input into the church. 
Patronage of churches was a path for a few, but a dead-end path: for 
after presenting a c.Ma.~._\._ they had no further say in his activities. 
However, in the fourteenth, fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries 
the main path into the church for the layman was in the endoWJ,;ent of 
chantries. In earlier centuries monasteries had been the preferred 
form of charity, but these were beyond the means of all but the very 
rich, and they did not offer the same means of control as did chantries. 
The layman could order the terms on which a chantry was founded, 
adapting the basic foundation to his own special requirements for a 
relatively modest outlay. For the majority, of course, 'the church' 
meant only the parish church on Sundays and Holy Days, the parish 
priest whether he be rector, vicar or curate, and the paying of 
tithes and other dues: often a heavy burden; it also signified 
occasional interference in their lives. 
The diocese of Hereford was situated on the border between England 
and Wales, and included Herefordshire, Shropshire south and west of 
the Severn,the Forest of Dean in Gloucestershire and small areas of 
Radnor; Montgomery and Monmouth were both part of the diocese. Compared 
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with other English dioceses, it was small, poor, and remote. Its 
-position on the Welsh border meant difficulties with communications, 
language and customs. The relative poverty not only of the bishops 
but of the whole church - parishes, monasteries, cathedral - was 
intensified by invasions of the Welsh, especially ;~ . the time of 
Henry IV. Their basic problems may have been universal, but they 
also had particular problems which lend their own flavour to the 
history of the period, and which contribute to a greater understanding 
of the late medieval church in England as a whole. 
Extensive records for the diocese of Hereford in the later middle 
ages have survived. Registers exist for the episcopates of all 
bishops except Audley (1492-1502) and de Castello (1502- 4), and have 
been published originally by ~he Cantilupe Society and later by the 
Canterbury and York Society. Numerous documents have survived i n the 
dean and chapter archives and have been calendared by B. G. Charles 
and H.D. Emmanuel (in typescript only). There is also a record of a 
visitation carried out by Bishop Trefnant in 1397 and published in 
t he English Historical Review. Of lesser relevance to this thesis 
but still valuable are the Household Rolls of bishop Swinfie l d for 
1289-90 and the Red Book of the bishops of Hereford both published 
by the Camden Soc iety. Chantr y certif·i cates for Shropsh~re and 
Gloucestershire but.~ot Herefordshire, have been published by their 
respective Archaeological Soc ieties . In addition much material can 
be found in the more general sources for this period . 
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Table 1 THE BISHOPS OF HEREFORD 1327 - 1535 
THOMAS CHARLTON 1327 - 1344 
JOHN TRILLEK 1344 - 1360 
LEWIS CHARLTON 1361 - 1369 
WILLIAM COURTENAY 1370 - 1375 
JOHN GILBERT 1375 - 1389 
JOHN TREFNlo\NT 1389 - 1404 
ROBERT MASCALL 1404 - 1416 
EDMUND LACY 1417 - 1420 
THOMAS POLTON 1420 - 1421 
THOMAS SPOFFORD 1422 ~ 1~48 
RICHARD BEAUCHAMP 1449 - 1450 
REGINALD BOULERS 1450 - 1452 
JOHN STANBURY 1453 - 1474 
THOMAS MYLLYNG 1474 - 1492 
EDMUND AUDLEY 1492 - 1502 
ADRIAN DE CASTELLO 1502 - 1504 
RICHARD MAYEW 1504 - 1516 
CHARLES BOOTH 1516 - 1535 
*The date of consecration has been taken as the starting point of the 
episcopate in each case. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
THE BISHOPS OF HEREFORD: THEIR ORIGINS AND BACKGROUND 
A medieval English bishop was far more than a spiritual guide 
and pastor of his flock. 1 Within his diocese the growth of his 
administrative and judicial roles almost displaced his spiritual role, 
and the temporal endowments of the see made the bishop an important 
landowner on a level with the magnates of the realm, and as such he 
was a natural councillor and servant of the king; moreover one who 
was all the more useful in that he was educated and had no need of 
reward for his services from the king's resources. In return a 
bishop looked to the king for protection and support against the 
enemies of the church. In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries the 
regular and assured summons of all bishops to parliament was a 
natural expression of that interdependence. The existence of such an 
important and potentially powerful group ensured the interest of the 
king in the election of bishops at least from the time of the Norman 
Conquest, and as time went on the king increasingly saw a bishopric 
as an office in his keeping to be granted to his servants and 
supporters as rewards for past services or encouragement for the 
future. As English sees varied greatly in the value of their 
1. There have been a number of studies of the episcopate in England 
during the Middle Ages. They include: A. Hamilton Thompson, The 
English Clergy and their Organisation in the later Middle Ages, 
Oxford 1947.Chapters 1 & 2; D~ Knowles,'English Bishops 1070-1532' 
in Medieval Studies presented to Aubrey Gwynn, ed. J.A.Watt, 283-96; 
J. Rosenthal, The Training of an Elite Group, English bishops in 
the fifteenth Century, American Philosophical Society Transactions, 
New Series,60 pt. 5 (Philadelphia 1970)~ W. A. Pantin, ~ 
English. Church in the fourteenth Century, Cambridge 1954, Chapter 2; 
J.R.L. Highfireld, The English Hierarchy in the Reign of Edward III 
T.R.H.S. 5th series 6, (1956) 115-38~ L.R. Betcherman , The Making 
of Bishops in the Lancastrian Period, Speculum 41 (1966), 397-419. 
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endowments it was possible for this :reward to be measured against the 
desserts of the recipients. 
The growth in papal provision of bishops to their sees at the 
expense of election by the dean and chapter during the fourteenth 
century failed to check this tendency. 1 Although the pope was not so 
easily overawed as a cathedral chapter, and had his own candidates to 
reward, he nevertheless recognised the needs of the king; his own need 
for support led to a working compromise even when, superficially, 
relations between\.them were at their worst. 2 Spiritual qualifications 
were not ignored but were rarely sufficient by themselves and usually 
were subordinated to more practical qualities. 
These considerations naturally affected the choice of the eighteen 
bishops who occupied the see of Hereford between 1327 and 1535. 
Hereford was a remote and none too wealthy diocese, and its 
geographical importance in the Welsh marches declined after the 
conquest of Wales by Edward I. Most of its bishops were not leading 
figures in the realm, but many of them nevertheless had contributions 
to make both in their diocese and in public affairs. It is the 
intention of this chapter to look at the background of t hese bishops 
and at their qualifications, both spiritual and political, for their 
ofhce and at the circumstances of their promotion. 
The social origins and background of most of the bishops of 
Hereford was remarkably similar, most of them coming from that class 
of gentry who supplied the majority of the bureaucracy of church and 
state. Of the eighteen bishops only one came from t he magnate class; 
William Courtenay, the fourth son of the earl of Devon and a great-
~ 
1 . Pantin, op. cit. 47-58. 
2. ed. C.H . Lawrence, The English Church and the Papacy , London 1965 . 
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grandson of Edward I. 1 For him the see of Herefor~ was merely a 
spri~oard to greater things; he became bishop of Hereford in 1370 at 
the age of 28 and remained there for only five years before being 
translated first to London and then to Canterbury. For the most part 
Hereford was not a sufficiently wealthy or important see to attract 
such c~ndidates. Three other bishops were associated with the lesser 
nobility. Thomas Charlton and Lewis Charlton were both members of 
the family of the lords of Powys2 and Edmund Audley was the son of 
James, lord Audley. 3 The remaining bishops seem to have come 
ptincipally from the ranks of the country gentry although nothing is 
known of the background of Thomas Polton and little about John 
Trefnant except that he took his name from a village in North Wales. 4 
Reginald Boulers' background is also a mystery but Emden suggests 
that he claimed by his coat of arms to be connected with the Anglo-
Irish family of Butler. 5 In support of this, one of the many 
alternative spellings of his name is given as 'aliter Butler' in his 
Lichfield register. 6 
John Trillek, although his uncle and patron, Adam of Orleton, 
successively bishop of Hereford, Worcester and Winchester, was a 
self-made man, came of a family that was sufficiently important to 
7 bear arms. He was also locally born, probably near the village of 
1. Emden, (Oxford) 502 
2. Ibid. 392, 391. 
3. Ibid. 75 
4. Reg. Trefnant, Introduction, . i. 
5. Emden, (Oxford) 228. 
6 . Reg. Boulers, Introduction, i. 
7. Reg . Trillek, Introduction 1. R.M. Haines, The Church and Politics 
in Fourteenth Century England, Cambridge, 1978, 1-3. 
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1 !relech in Monmouthshire from which he took has name, as was Robert 
2 -
Mascall who was born at Ludlow in Shropshire. Edmund Lacy's parents 
were buried at Gloucester but his uncle was probably a Cornish 
knight. 3 John Stanbury too was a Cornishman, the second son of 
Walter Stanbury of Morwenstow. 4 Richard Mayew was born at 
Edmundsthorpe, Kingsclere, in Hampshire, 5 and Charles Booth came of a 
well know~ancashire family which had already contributed two 
archbishops and one bishop to the church. 6 Richard Beauchamp was the 
son of Sir Walter Beauchamp, sometime speaker of the House of Commons 
Commons. 7 Nothing is known of the family of Thomas Myllyng but since 
in 1480 he granted a pension 'to an old servant,dear to my parents', 
his family would seem to have been of some standing . 8 Only one 
foreigner, Adrian de Castello, was provided to the see of Hereford 
and this was at the request of King Henry VII in 1502, long after 
the controversy over alien provisions had died down. An I talian, 
resident at the papal court, he had not visited England since 1492 
and never visited his diocese of Hereford or that of Bath and Wells 
to which he was translated in 1504. 9 John Gilbert may also have been 
foreign born, 10 but was educated initially at Oxford, and in 1380 
his sister and her family were resident within the diocese11 while 
1 . Reg. TrilH:!k, Introduction, i. 
~. Reg. Mascall, Introduction, i. 
3. Reg. Lacy, Introduction, i. 
4. Emden, (Oxford) 1755. 
5. ibid. 1247. 
6 . Reg. Booth, Introduction, i. 
7 . Reg . Beauchamp, Introduction, i. 
8 . Reg. Myllyng, 58 . 
9. D.N.B. 146. 
10 . Emden, (Oxfor d ) 765. 
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Gilbert was a trusted royal servant. 
The fourteenth and fifteeth centuries saw an~increasing number of 
graduates among the English episcopate; it has been estimated at two-
thirds for the fourteenth century. 1 The diocese of Hereford is 
noteworthy in that seventeen of its eighteen bishops were graduates; 
although there is no evidence for the eighteenth, Thomas Spofford, 
he was far from illi tera±e,,. he is recorded as studying at Oxford in 
1397-8, and was elected abbot of St. Mary's Abbey, York, and took 
part in the councils of Pisa and Constance. 2 More importantly many 
of the bishops completed higher degrees in theology or law, and 
several of them were distinguished ~or their learning. Although 
the study of theology was becoming less popular, except with the 
regular clergy, four of the s ecular bishops and five of the six 
regulars to hold this office held degrees in this subject. (The 
exception among the regulars is Thomas Spofford). Gi lbert, Mascall, 
Lacy, Boulers , Stanbury , Audley and Mayew were all Doctors of Theology 
while Myllyng was a Bachelor of Theology and Lewis Charlton is 
described as Licentiate in theology . 3 
The study of l aw was becoming more popular for its usefulness 
in an ecclesiastical or secul ar career and its comparative safety 
compared with the pitfalls of heterodoxy that could t a int ambitious 
theologians. Thomas Charlton, Courtenay, Trefnant and Booth were all 
Doctors of Civil l~w while Beauchamp was a Doctor of Canon Law and 
Thomas Po l ton a doc-tor- of Canon and Civil Law. 4 John Trillek was 
1. M. McKisack, The Fourteenth Century, Oxford, 1959 , 300 . 
2 . Emden, (Oxfor d) 1744. 
3 . I bid. 765 , 1239 , 1081 , 228 , 1755 , 75 , 1247, 1333 , 391 . 
4. Ib i c . 392 , 502 , 1900 , 137 , 1494; Emden , (Cambridge ) 77 . 
1i 
the only one to hold only the degree of Master of Arts although 
since he was Magister by 1334 and was granted~icences for study 
at a university for four years in 1334 and for a further five years 
in 1341, 1 it is probable that he at least incepted for a higher 
degree. There is little evidence for the education of Adrian de 
Castello but he is described as a 'distinguished revivor of 
learning and statesman•. 2 
Charles Booth was an adherent of the ,•.eew learning' crossing to 
England at the end of the fifteenth century, 3 while half a century 
earlier, Thomas Myllyng, a Benedictine monk, was noted for his 
learning and especially his knowledge of Greek. 4 His predeccesor 
in the see, John Stanbury, was credited with the authorship of 
several works, mostly on canon law but including sermons, lectures 
and theological treatises. 5 To Robert Mascall also is attributed 
authorship of several works and an interest in. philosophy. 6. Richard 
Mayew was promoted to the see of Hereford after a distinguished 
career as president of Magdalen college from 1480 on and chancellor 
of Oxford University from 1503. 7 Most of the bishops of Hereford 
studied at Oxford University although some of them spent part of 
their education abroad. Charles Booth was the only one to attend 
Cambridge University but it was at Bologna that he studied for his 
D.C.L. 8 Johri Gilbert, although _he commenced his studies at Oxford, 
1. Emden, (Oxford) 1906. 
2. D.N.B. 146. 
3. G.R. Elton, Reform and Reformation, London, 1977, 47. 
4. Reg. Myllyng, Introduction, i. 
5. Emden , (Oxford) 1755-6. 
6. Reg. Mascall, Introduction, i. 
7. Emden, (Oxford) 1247-9. 
8. Emden , (Cambridge) 77. 
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antagonised the university authorities by siding with the Oxford 
convent of Dominican friars in a dispute against lhe university at 
the Romas Curi~ and was forced to leave, but he obtained permission 
to continue his studies at the schools of his order in Paris. 1 John 
Trillek also studied at the University of Paris for a time. 2 
After completing his education there was a choice of career 
open to the ambitious cleric. He could seek a career in the king's 
service or, less commonly, the pope's. He could become a diocesan 
administrator or rely on influential relations or connections. 
Sometimes his career might encompass a combination of these choices. 
In all cases a cleric, unless he was a member of the religious 
orders, would be rewarded with rectories, canonries and other high 
ecclesiastical offices culminating, if he were lucky, in the highest 
prize, a bishopric, although it was rarely that he actually carried 
out the duties of these offices, entrusting them, if necessary to 
humbler deputies. The most common choice was to enter the king's 
servi ce and ten of the bishops of Hereford between 1327 and 1535 
took this course. Among the most successful were Thomas Charlton 
and J ohn Gilbert. Thomas Charlton was a royal clerk by 1307 and for 
many years was a co ~fidential clerk and finally privy seal to 
Edward I I (1316- 1319/20) . 3 His promotion to a bishopric was 
canvassed as early as 1316 when Edward II put his name forward to 
the pope as a candidate for the see of Durham. However the queen's 
choice, Lewis de Beaumont, was successful , and in 1317, when the 
see of Hereford became vacant, the king made fresh efforts , writing 
1. Emden, (Oxford) 765 . 
2 . Ib i d. 1906 . 
3 . Reg . T. Charlton , Introduction ii . 
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to the dean and chapter and to individual canons as well, having 
already sent a weighty testimonial to the pope. 1 Nevertheless Orleton 
w'l> appointed and Charlton even failed to seaure t ne prebend of Church 
Withington in Hereford to which he had been presented. 2 Only in 1327 
while on a visit to the Roman Curia was he finally provided to the 
see on the translation of Orleton. 
John Gilbert, a Dominican friar, entered the Black Prince's 
service and became his confessor and later executor of his will and 
that of Edward III. He also took part in peace nego~iations with 
France at Bruges in 1374-5 and 1376. As early as 1372 he had been 
provided to the Welsh see of Bangor and in 1375 was translated to 
Hereford, while s till continuing to expand his political career . 3 
In the fifteenth century several bishops of Hereford had earlier 
occupied positions as confessors or chaplains to the king, in which 
position they were close to the king but did not necessarily have 
much political power. Mascall, a Carmelite fria~ was confessor to 
Henry IV, while John Stanbury, also a Carmelite, was chaplain and 
confessor to Henry VI. Richard Beauchamp was also a chaplain to 
Henry VI. 4 In the first two cases Hereford provided a modest reward 
and a final resting place although both men r emained active in the 
king's service in other ways, but Richard Beauchamp remained at 
Hereford only bri efly before being translated to Salisbury. Edmund 
Lacy had entered the king's service by 1401 and was In close 
attendance on Henry V as dean of the Chapel Royal with in the household, 
accompany ing him on his first invasion of France and remaining with 
1. Re~ . T. Charlton, Introduction, ii 
2 . Ibid. 
3 . Emden, (Oxford) 76 5- 6 . 
4 . Ibid . 1239 , 1755 , 137 . 
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him until the eve of the second campaign in J uly 1417 by whic h time· 
he had been elected bishop of Hereford. He had held a se ries of 
benefices in plurality since 1400, including canonries and prebends 
in Hereford, Lincoln and St. David's cathedrals. 1 
Reginal Boulers, a Benedictine monk of Gloucester Abbey, became 
abbot of Gloucester in 14372 but at the same time was a protege of 
the duke of Somerset and a truste'd servant of Henry VI. As early as 
1440 he had been recommended by Henry VI for the see of Llandaff but 
had excused himself . He was frequently absent from Gloucester on the 
king's business and in 1443 became a member of the council. 3 In 1448 
he was one of the envoys sent to negotiate with the king of France 
for a truce and peace. In 1449 he returned to England with the 
' credence• of the duke of Somerset on the seriousness of the English 
military position in Normandy. On his return to England the people of 
Gloucester demonstrated against him as a •traitor who had sold France 
- 4 for a large sum of money• and despoiled the abbey manor of Wyn~ard. 
In the autumn of 1450 he was imprisoned for a time in Ludlow castle 
by Richard, duke of York, and in January 1451 he was included among 
those whom parliament deprived for life of all offices under the 
crown. Notwithstanding this he was created bishop of Hereford by 
papal provision on 14th August 1450 and consecrated on February 14th 
1451. 5 
Thomas Myllyng came to the notice of the king in a very different 
way. Like Boulers he became abbot of a great monastery, Westminster, 
1. Reg. Lacy, Introduction, _iii. 
2. Emden, (Oxford) 228. 
3. Reg. Boulers, Introduction, i. 
4. Emden, (Oxford) 1338. 
5. Ibid. 
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in 1469, , having been prior for three years and one of the three 
commissaries appointed to administer the abbey after the suspension of 
Abbot Norw;,~ . In 14a0 he gave sanctua_ry .and his own lodgings to 
Queen Elizabeth Wydeville after the flight of Edward IV. Here she 
gave birth to her first son and Myllyng acted as godfather. 1 On 
Edward's return to power, both Myllyng and Westminster abbey were 
generously rewarded. Myllyng became a councillor and chancellor to 
Prince Edward and a member of the council of administration of the 
young prince'§ estates. In 1474 he was further rewarded with the 
bishopric of Hereford. 2 
Edmund Audley was a loyal servant to both the ·house of Yo~k and 
the house of Lancaster. He became a royal clerk by 1471 and was 
rewarded with a series of benefices includ~ng canonries in Lincoln, 
Sali sbury, Lichfield, Wells, St . Paul's and York cathedrals by Edward 
IV. In 1477 he became archdeacon of East Riding in York but performed 
his duty by deputies and in 1480 he was promoted to the see of 
Rochester . Having proved his loyalty to the new regime he was 
translated in 1492 to the slightly wealthier see of Hereford. 3 In his 
career family influence was probably an important factor in his 
promotibn as his royal service was not such as to merit so rich a 
reward. 
Richard Mayew's academic career has already been mentioned, but he was 
also chaplain to both Richard III and Henry VII (from 1491), and by 
May 1497 he was Henry VII's almoner. He was frequently absent on 
affairs of state, and in 1490 had been one of the envoys for the 
1. Emden, (Oxford) 1338. 
2 . Reg . Myllyng , Introduction, ii. 
3 . Emden, (Oxford) 75- 6 . 
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ratification of the marriage treaty of Prince Arthur and Catherine of 
1 Aragon. By 1495 when Prince Arthur stayed with him at his lodgings, 
his influence was considerable both in Oxford and at court. Neverthe-
less, although ,he was rewarded with a series of rectories and canonries 
and the archdeaconries of Oxford and York, it was 1504 before he was 
promoted to the bishopric of Hereford at the age of 6s. 2 
Four bishops of Hereford rose to this position through papal 
service. However in none of these cases did the pope provide these 
men to a bishopric without at least the acquiescence of the king, and 
in the case of Adrian de Castello the king was the initiator. John 
Trefnant was one of the few Welshmen to hold an English see in the . 
later micdle ages, but most of his life was passed the the Papal Curia, 
where he was .a papal chaplain and auditor of the causes from 1385 to 
1389. As a reward for these services he was granted a series of 
benefices including canonries in St . Asaph ' s and LincQln cathedrals. 3 
Although the translation of Gilbert to St. David's and the provision 
of Trefnant to Hereford proceeded entirely from Rome and can be seen 
as part of the quarrel between Urban VI and Richard I I, and as a 
r eaction to the confirmation by parliament in 1388 of the statute of 
Provisors, it is significant that John Trefnant was not unacceptable 
to Ri c hard II, since he was a royal clerk and Richard had earlier 
asked Urban VI to provide Trefnant to a see. 4 Thomas Po lton too 
had passed most of his early career at the papal court wh ere from 
1400 on he was found doing important work . He had started his career 
as commis sary- general t "o the bishops of Bath and Wells in 1392- 3 , 
1. Emden, (Oxford) 1248-9. 
2 . Ibid. 
3 . Ibid. 1900 . 
4 . J. Dahmus , ' Richard I I and the Church ', Catholic Historical 
Review , 39 (1953) 419-420 . 
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but he was appointed papal chaplain on July 14th 1394, abbreviator of 
papal letters by 1407 and prothnotary apostolic by }414. 1 He was also 
sent overseas as papal envoy on several occasions. He did not forget 
his origins and made a loan of 100 marks to the king for the war in _ 
1412, and acted as proctor at the Curia for bishop Patryngton of St. 
David'~ in 1415 and for the king from 1418 to 1423. For these tasks 
for the king and pope he was rewarded with a large number of benefices 
including canonries in Lincoln, York, Salisbury, Wells, and Dublin 
cathedrals. He was archdeacon of Taunton from 1380 on and was granted 
a papal indult to visit his archdeaconry by deputy for ten years in 
1395; he was made dean of York in 1416f His appointment to a bishopric 
however was the result of his presence as one of the English envoys 
at the Council of Constance and the support given for the election 
of Martin V by the ' English Nation' • 1\.s part of the rewards Pol ton 
was provided to Hereford in 1420. 3 
Thomas Spofford was also a member of the English delegation at 
the Council of ~onstance and when Polton was translated to Chichester 
at the end of 1421 he was translated from Rochester to Herefo'rd as his 
s hare of the reward. Although Spofford was a papal choice like Polton , 
he had not started his career at the Curia but as abbot of one of the 
great English Benedictine houses, St. Mary ' s , York. He had taken part 
in the councils of Pisa and Constance and i n 1417 was one of the four 
presidents elected to direct the provincial chapter at Peterhausen for 
the reform of the German Benedictine houses~ 
Adrian de Castello , although papally provided to the see of 
1. Emden , (Oxfor d) 1494- 5 . 
2 . I bid. 
3 . Reg. Polton , Introduction , i . 
4. Emden, (Oxford) 1744 , 
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Hereford on 1502, was provided only at the request of Henry VII. He had 
first come into contact with Henry in 1488, when h~was sent as papal 
nuntio to Scotland. James III having died before his arrival, he was 
recalled and made his way to London. On his return to Rome Henry VII 
employed him as his proctor in the papal court. This favourable impression 
was reinforced when he returned to England the next year as collector 
of Peter's Pence, and he was presented with benefices by Henry and 
Cardinal Morton; in 1492 he was given a grant of denization. 1 When 
Alexander VI was elected pope he was recalled to Rome, where he remained 
as Henry VII's ambassador among other duties. 
Only one bishop of Hereford made a career in diocesan administration 
and even this was mixed with royal service. Charles Booth came from a 
family with a strong tradition of service in the church, and inherited 
the treasurership of Lichfield with the prebend of Sallow attached from 
his uncle, John Booth, in 1495 . 2 Before this he had been an advocate 
at the court of Canterbury. The move to Lichfield brought him to the 
attention of Bishop Smyth of Lichfield, and when in 1500 Smyth was 
translated to Lincoln, Booth followed. He became Smyth's chancellor, 
commissary-general and vicar-general. In 1505 he became Archdeacon of 
Bucks. 3 After the wedding of Prince Arthur, Smyth had accompanied 
the Prince of Wales as president of his council, and Booth went with 
him as one of the ten members. On the death of the prince it became the 
'Council in the March of Wales ', and Smyth remained as president while 
Booth became chancellor. 4 Until his appointment as Bishop of Hereford 
in 1516 he continued t o be involved in royal service as well as his 
diocesan activities; a lthoug h few details are known, his subsequent 
1. D.N. B. 146 . 
2 . Reg . Booth, Introducti on i. 
3 . Emden, (Cambridge) , 77 . 
4 . Ib i d . 
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career suggests that he was probably a protege of Queen Katherine of 
1 Aragon, and as her influence declined so too, perhaps, did his. 
The three remaining bishops, John Trillek, Lewis Charlton and 
William Gourtenay probably all owed their promotion to family influence, 
since there is little evidence of other careers, and they remained 
aloof from government after their appointment. John Trillek was the 
nephew of Adam Orleton and chaplain and assistant to his uncle, and 
although he was made a royal clerk by 1327, 2 there is no evidence 
of a career in royal service. At the time of his appointment to the 
bishopric he was still a young man, not more than 34, 3 and the appoint-
ment was probably made to please his uncle rather than because of his 
own qualifications. William Courtenay too owed his rapid rise to the 
influence of his family. He had been instituted to a canonry in Salisbury 
cathedral at the age of 14, and a series of benefices culminated in 
his provision to Hereford at the age of 28 with a papal ·dispensation 
on account of his age. 4 Little is known of the early life of Lewis 
Charlton, but his family were lords of PowYS with considerable influence 
in the Welsh Marches, and this may have played a part in his promotion . 
He too held a series of benefices, including a portion in Pontesbury 
~ ~~~ h (in the patronage of~Charlton) and the prebend of NetherRll in Ledbury 
~ 
5 
church. 
By the mid fourteenth century the practice of papal provision to 
all sees in England was becoming customary , and remained so despite the 
efforts of parliament to outlaw it. 6 It was too useful for the king 
1. Reg . Booth, introduction iii. 
2. Emden, (Oxford), 1906 . 
3. Reg. Trillek, introduction iii. 
4 . Emden, (Oxford ) , 503. 
5 . Ibid. 391. 
6. Pantin, loc.cit. 
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for his opposition to be deep-seated, and royal control of episcopal 
temporalities gave some measure of control over unpopular provisors. 
All the bishops of Hereford were papally provided except for Edmund 
Lacy, who was elected in February 1417 in the interregnum at the end 
of the Schism. In his case papal assent was given later. 1 It is 
sometimes suggested that John Trillek was the last English bishop to 
be elected in the fourteenth century. In fact, although the election 
was carried out on 23rd February 1344 and received royal assent on 
5th March and confirmation on 27th March, it was overrided by a bill 
of provision of Pope Clement VI on 15th March 1344. 2 However, the 
preamble to his register mentions only his election. 
Elections were arranged in the case of three other bishops, but 
were later quashed by bulls of provision:.- Lewis Char 1 ton had already 
been elected by part of the Hereford chapter, but the preference of 
another part for John Barnet, archdeacon of London, probably necessitated 
the reference to Avignon. 3 Although Robert Mascall was papally provided 
and consecrated at Rome in 1404, the issue of the Conge d'elire to 
the Hereford chapter in recorded on the Patent Rolls; 4 likewise 
Thomas Myllyng was papally provided on 27th June 1474, although a 
Conge d'elire to the dean and chapter was issued on 26th June 1474 . 5 
In the case of William Courtenay the dean and chapter, having received 
the Conge d'elire dated July 8th 1369, had elected Thomas Brantingham, 
but Courtenay 's s upporters secured the quashing of the election and 
1. Emden, (Oxford) , 1081-2 . 
2 . G.VJ.Hannah , 'John Trillek, Bishop of Hereford ' , Trans actions of 
the Woolhope Naturalists Field Society XLI (1974), 173 ; Emden, 
(Oxford ) , 1906 . 
3. D. N. B. /2 7 . 
4. C. P. R. 1401- 5 , 385 . 
5. Emden, (Oxford), 1333 f or provision; C. P. R. 1467- 77 , 448. 
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the provision of Courtenay. 1 
The various attempts to enforce the Statute of~rovisors seem to 
have worried only Thomas Spofford and possibly John Trillek, although 
most bishops renounced clauses in the papal bull of provision prejudical 
to the crown in their oath of homage for the temporalities. Thomas 
Spofford, however, was provided at a time when the outcry against 
provisions was particularly great , and several bishops refused to 
consecrate him without the king's permission. (Thomas Polton, otherwise 
in much the same position, did not have this problem as he was consecrated 
in Florence). In December 1421 Spofford drew up a protest to the arch-
bishop declaring that the delay was not due to any fault of his. 2 In 
January 1422 he obtained from the pope permission to secure consecration 
from any three catholic bishops, and finally, on May 24th 1422 five 
months after his translation, he was consecrated at Blackfriars by 
Bishop Beaufort, and the next day the temporalities were restored by 
Humphrey Duke of Gloucester. 3 Even then his troubles were not over, 
for eight days after his consecration he sent the papal letter to his 
chapter requiring obedience, but the residentiaries protested that they 
owed no obedience. 4 He asked the advice of Bishop Beaufort, and on 
July 4th 1423 a mandate was sent to the dean and precentor to install 
the bishop. 5 Finally on February 27th 1424, two years and three months 
after his appointment, the bishop celebrated for the first time at the 
altar of his cathedral church. 6 The matter of his provision continued 
1. J.Dahmus, William Courtenay , Archbishop of Canterbury (London, 
1966), 6. 
2 . Reg. Spofford, 16. 
3 . Ibid. 4- 5. 
4 . Ibid. 19 . 
5. Ibid. 37. 
6 . Ibid . 46 . 
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to worry him, and in 1424, 1431, and 1446 he appealed to the pope for 
protection against the operation of the Statute of Provisors. 1 John 
Trillek had been called before the council to explain his acceptance 
of the bull of provision, and threatened with confiscation of temporal-
ities, but no further action seems to have been taken. 2 
As time went on the role of king in the choice of bishops became 
clearer, and the role of the Pope more automatic, until in the heading 
of Bishop Mayew's register the nomination of the king is explicit, 3 
while his successor, Charles Booth, mentions only the part of the 
king in his preamble.4 
It was not uncommon for medieval kings, especially if they were in 
financial difficulties, to retain the temporalities of a bishopric 
in their own hands a s long as possible. However, in the case of the 
bishops of Hereford, all had their temporalities res tored shortly after 
their provision or consecration. In the case of two bishops, Edmund 
Audley and Charles Booth, they were gran~ed temporalities before they 
were provided to the s ee as a mark of special favour. 5 
Few of the bishops had any connexion with the diocese before their 
appointments, and mos t of those who had were appointed in the first 
half of the fourteenth century. Thomas and Lewis Charlton were members 
of the family of the lords of Powys, who held lands in Shropshire, and 
1. Reg. Spofford, 56, 280. 
2. C.C.R. 1343-6, 475. 
3 . Reg. Mayew , 1. 
4. Reg . Booth, 1. 
5 . Audley was granted custody of temporalities on the 11th nc..c. 
1492 (C. P. R. 1485-94, 381), a nd translated from Roches ter on 
June 22nd. Booth was nominated to the see by the king on April 
22nd 1516 , and was granted custody of the t emporalities on 
May 17th (Reg . Booth, 1) , but not provided until July 21st. 
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.local connections may well have been a factor in the appointment of 
Thomas Charlton. In 1335 he was asked by the king t~ do his best to 
secure the loyalty of the Welsh people in the border lands, and soon 
afterwards he was further requested to join with local leaders to meet 
the danger of a threatened rising among the Welsh. 1 Before his promotion 
Thomas Charlton had not held any benefice within the see, since he was 
never instituted to the canonry and prebend of Church Withington to 
which he was presented in 1316. 2 Lewis Charl~on however held a portion 
in Pontesbury church, a family living, from 1355 to 1359 when he 
exchanged it for the portion of Netherhall in Ledbury church. 3 John 
Trillek too was a local man, as had•·tbeen Adam of Orleton, his uncle and 
patron, and a previous bishop of Hereford. Trillek was collated to a 
portion in Bromyard church by his uncle in 1332 and became canon of 
Hereford and prebendarw of Wellington in 1327.4 However when Adam of 
Orleton was translated he accompanied him and did not return to Hereford 
until his uncle's death after his own promotion to Hereford. Only one 
other bishop, Robert Mascall had local connections, having been born 
in Ludlow and become a Carmelite friar in the convent there. He took 
part in the trial of Walter Brut in Hereford in 1398. 5 Although Edmund 
Lacy and Edmund Audley both held canonries in Hereford cathedral6 there 
is no evidence that they regarded them as anything more than a source of 
income. 
1. D.N.B. IV 128 . 
2 . Reg. T. Charlton, Introduction , ii 
3 . Emden, (Oxford ) 391 . 
4. Ibid. 1906 
5 . Ibid. 1239 
6. Ibid . 1081, 75. 
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One unusual factor in the appointments to the see of Hereford was 
-the , large number of religious who were appointed. Spofford, Boulers and 
Myllyng had all been abbots of important Benedictine houses while 
Gilbert, Mascall and Stanbury were all friars. By the later Middle Ages 
this was unusual partly becaJf such men were less likely to play an 
active political role than the secular clergy and s~had less call on 
king's patronage. It is notable that virtually all appointments of 
religious were to the poorer English sees or even poorer Welsh and 
Irish ones. In the case of Mascall~d Stanbury their positions as 
confessors to the king secured them this modest promotion while 
special factors contributed to the rise of Spofford and Myllyng. 1 
Only Boulers and Gilbert were. active .poliyically an9 only Boulers 
went on to a wealthier see. 
In many ways the bishops of Hereford were not typical of the 
episcopate of the age in which they lived. For this , in part, the 
nature of the diocese was responsible. A poor remote diocese did 
not offer much reward to the we¢1-born or the well-connected or 
t he leading ministers of the crown. In a few cases, Lacy, Beauchamp , 
Boulers, and especially Courtenay, it provided a starting point f or 
a more illustrious career but these bishops did not remain long in 
t he see and those bishops who did remain for many years came from a 
humbler background. In an age which saw an episcopate increasingly 
orientated towards law the bishops of Hereford remained theologians 
and academics. Overall their standard of learning was much higher 
than the average among the episcopate. Nevertheless any ap pointment 
to the episcopate, no matter how poor t he see, represented an 
achievement; only a s mall proportion of the clergy ever got that f ar 
l 
1. see above 15 , 17 . 
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and the bishops of Hereford, although of lesser importance within the 
episcopate, must be regarded as among the leading men or- their age. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
THE BISHOP AND HIS SEE 
Most bishops before their elevation had had substantial administrative 
experience and responsibility in either church or state (and sometimes 
both), but after they became bishops their duties increased considerably. 
Although it was usual to resign all other benefices on this promotion, 
the government of a bishopric involved far greater responsibilities 
than before. As with other benefices, many of the tasks could be 
entrusted to various deputies, but the personal presence and interest 
of the bishop in both the routine and non-routine business of the see 
could have a considerable influence on its well-being. As well as his 
religious duties, the new bishop became one of the principal land-holders 
of the ar~in which his diocese lay. By episcopal standards the bishopric 
of Hereford was poor, but nevertheless the income from his temporalities 
was estimated at nearly £800 net in 1535,1 which made him one of the 
wealthier and more important land-holders in the Welsh march. Efficient 
administration of these estates was needed to maintain this income. As 
a tenant-in-chief of the crown, whose loyalty was assured, the bishop 
was frequently used as a representative and administrator for the 
crown in the locality. If the new bishop's path to his bishopric had been 
through government service , this did not cease on his elevation, but 
was likely to become more arduo.us if he continued up the ladder of 
secular promotion, although this was usually at the expense of his 
diocese which had to be left even more to deputies, as government 
service· ·meant absences either at court or overseas. 
However, as has been seen in chapter 1, comparatively few bishops 
of Hereford had risen by this path in the fourteenth and fifteenth 
1 V.E . III 2 . 
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centuries, and personal service to the king as confessor or chaplain was 
usually relinquished on promotion. Nevertheless all bishops as lords 
spiritual of the realm had duties similar to the lords temporal of 
advising the king, and were regularly summoned to parliament and other 
councils. As prelates the bishops of Hereford had a role to play in the 
universal church too. At metropolitan level they were members of 
convocation and deputies of the archbishop of Canterbury, who could 
delegate commissions to them. Similarly the pope frequently used the 
local diocesan as judges delegate in the numerous cases brought before 
the Holy See, and the bishops of Hereford received their share of these. 
By the end of the fourteenth century the triennial visitation of the 
bishop to Rome was usually exercised by a proxy, but this and numerous 
cases and requests in which the bishop might be involved, usually 
necessitated the appointment of permanent proctors at the Holy See. 
The frequent and prolonged absence of the bishop from his see, and 
the consequent deterioration in the well-being of the church, has become 
one of the great truisms of the middle ages. Examples of this can 
certainly be found, but it was far more common in the wealthier and 
more important sees, where the incumbents were frequently royal 
servants. In Hereford, at least, the majority of bishops spent most of 
their time living on their estates within their diocese, leaving it only 
infrequently. 1 Only two of the eighteen bishops to hold the see between 
1 Evidence for the following sections is necessarily patchy. It is 
taken mainly from the dating of documents and ordinations within 
the register supplemented by other evidence from Patent Rolls and 
similar sources where available. Usually at least three or four 
indications of a bishop's wherabouts are given for each year of 
his episcopate, rising to as many as 70 for one year of J.Trillek's 
rule. On average there are between 5 and 20 days precisely accounted 
for, spread unevenly over the year, and assumptions are based on 
this and sometimes on negative evidence. If a bishop is usually 
resident on his estates, I assume that he continues to be so in 
the absence of positive evidence to the contrary. Likewise, if he 
is resident in one place on two occasions close together, I assume 
that he is resident in that place between those dates. 
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1327 and 1535 never entered the diocese, and these two, Thomas Polton 
-and Adrian de Costello, held the see for a total of less than five 
years. Both were usually resident at the Roman Curia, the latter being 
an Italian cardinal given the see as a reward for services rendered to 
Henry VII, and both were translated within two years of their promotion. 1 
Other bishops whose tenure of the see was brief were resident in England, 
and usually conscientious in visiting it regularly , if not residing in 
it. Richard Beauchamp was present in Hereford for his enthronement 
within two months of his consecration, and was still in the diocese two 
months later when he held an ordination at Bosbury on June 7th 1449 . 2 
No place is given in the dating of documents for the rest of the summer 
and autumn, but their contents suggest that the bishop may have remained 
in the diocese during that time. He was certainly in London in December 
1449, but had returned to Hereford by April 27th 1450 when he held a 
visitation of the cathedral, and he probably remained in the area as he 
held an ordination in Webley church on May 30th. 3 In August 1450 
Beauchamp was translated to Salisbury, and his successor, Reginald 
Boulers, held the see until early 1453. As a close associate of the 
Duke of Somerset and member of Henry VI's council, Boulers, when abbot 
of Gloucester, had frequently been absent from his abbey, and his tenure 
of Hereford was also complicated by political events. He was probably 
already in the diocese when news of his provision came through, albeit 
as a prisoner of the Duke of York in Ludlow Castle. 4 He was freed and 
returned to London by December 1450, but his whole tenure of the see 
1 Emden, {Oxford), 1494; D. N. B. 146-7. 
2 Reg . Beauchamp, 4, 13. Beauchamp also dated a letter from Prestbury , 
an episcopal manor a few miles outside the diocesan boundary on May 2nd . 
3 Ibid . 9, 11, 14. 
4 Emden, {Oxford) , 
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was thrown into doubt by his inclusion in a list drawn up by parliament 
in January 1451 of those to be banished from court and deprived of 
office. His consecration was carried through secretly on February 8th 
1451, but the presence of the Duke of York at Ludlow prevented his 
openly appearing in the diocese. During the early months of 1451 he 
lurked at Gloucester, either at the abbey or on the abbatial manor of 
Wyneyard, making two hasty visits to Hereford and st~ying for protection 
at St. Guthlac's priory, a cell of Gloucester. He also made a further 
visit to London in July, and on August 2nd he was finally installed 
in the cathedral in the presence of local gentry and cathedral dignitaries. 
He seems to have remained in Hereford for the rest of the year, and early 
in 1452 was at Ludlow to receive the Duke of York's formal declaration 
of loyalty to the king, but thereafter his movements are uncertain, 
though he probably remained in London with the king for most of the time. 1 
It has long been held that Edmund Lacy, bishop of Hereford between 
1417 and 1420, never found an opportunity to visit the diocese, 2 but 
even a cursory examination of the register, published in 1918, will 
dispel this myth. In fact, after seeing Henry V off on his expedition 
to France from Southampton on July 6th 1417, he made his way to Hereford 
and was present in the diocese, as numerous entries in his register 
attest, for the rest of his reign, only visiting London in October 1419 
for the purpose of attending parliament and convocation. 3 William 
1. Reg. Boulers, passim. 
2. This myth was mentioned by Canon Bannister in the published register 
(intro. iv), but that he failed to dispel it is shown by its repeti-
tion in an address by Prebendary A.L.Moir to the Woolhope Society in 
1951 and published in its transactions, and its republication in his 
pamphlet The Bishops of Hereford in 1964 (still in print today). 
3. Reg. Lacy, passim. Lacy was certainly in London in late October 1419, 
probably for the purpose of attending parliament and convocation to 
which he was summoned (ibid. 83). It is less certain whether he was 
in London for the earlier parliament and convocation in late November 
1417, as his register is silent on his whereabouts between November 
22nd 1417 and January 8th 1418. 
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Courtenay. another short-serving bishop of Hereford and afterwards 
bishop of London and archbishop of Canterbury. was less scrupulous 
about his duties. After his consecration in March 1370 he did not 
appear at Hereford for b~s enthronement until September 15 and 
thereafter remained in the diocese for about one month only. The only 
record of his activities in 1371 are at Tiverton in Devon where he 
acted as suffragan for the bishop of Exeter. but thereafter he made 
brief visits at least to his diocese mainly for the purpose of 
holding ordinations. The brevity of his register does not suggest any 
widespread activity within the ~ ~iocese to correspond with his 
political activities and associations outside the diocese. 1 
Although some of the bishops who held the see of Hereford for 
only a short time were conscientious about resid~ng in the see. the 
diocese was extremely fortunate in that several of its longest 
serving bishops were very attached to the diocese. rarely leaving it 
for other duties, even such pressing ones as parliament and convocation. 
Thomas Spofford who was bishop of Hereford for twenty-six years was 
one such despite his personal difficulties. Appointed by Pope Martin V 
for his s upport in ending the papal s chism he was to face continuing 
opposition to his appointment and the threat of action under the 
Statute of Provisors. His consecration was delayed for fourteen months 
after his first provision to Rochester as no other English bishop 
would consecrate him without the king 's consent. Finally consecrated 
as the bishop of Hereford on May 24 1422 by Henry Beaufort , bishop of 
Winchester, 2 he had similar difficulties before he was accepted as 
bishop by the church of Hereford. In June 1423 he vis ited the diocese 
1 . Reg . Courtenay, passim. 
2 . Reg . Spofford, 5. 
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for the first time but the chapter, on being presented with the 
bishop's bull of translation by his proctor, protestea that it owed no 
obedience to the bishop. 1 Thereupon Spofford had little option but to 
withdraw. For the next year the bishop was to be found in London or at 
his old home at York. With the continuing support of Beaufort, a 
mandate was sent on July 4 1423 to the dean and precentor to install 
the bishop, which evidently they did, and the bishop was able to take 
up permanent residence. Thereafter evidence for any absences is slight. 
The first instance is in 1429 when he is found in London on July 10 
commissioning the bishop of Norwich to act for him in presenting to 
vacant benefices while he was travelling overseas and to the apostolic 
see on his own and diocesan business. 2 After his return in 1430, 
despite his repeated requests to resign what he saw as an onerous duty, 
and with his position still threatened, he remained in the diocese 
conscientiously carrying out his duties, leaving it only in 1442 for 
another trip overseas and in 1443 for a brief visit to St. Mary's Abbey, 
York. 3 For most of his episcopate he did not attend parliament or 
convocation, asking to be excused on grounds of ill-health as early as 
1424, and thereafter appointing proctors to represent him. 4 
John Trillek, whose episcopate lasted for sixteen years, was 
another bishop who, once established in his diocese, rarely left it 
even fort the purpose of attending parliament or convocation, although, 
like Spofford, he was slow to settle there. Trillek owed his promotion 
to his connection with Adam of Orleton, bishop of Winchester, and he 
1. Reg. Spofford, 19. 
2. Ibid. 117. 
3. Ibid. Introduction,ix, 339. On three occasions Spofford appealed 
to the pope for protection; in 1424,(ibid.56) in 1431,(Ibid.132) 
and in 1446 (Ibid. 266). He attempted to resign in 1433 (Ibid. 
165) and 1442 (Ibid.251) 
4. Ibid. 48, 53, 86, 201, 218, 220. 
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had spent most of his early years in the service of Orleton. When his 
promotion came Orleton was old and ill, and after fils consecration by 
Orletan at Farnham, Trillek paid only a brief visit to Hereford for his 
enthronement on October 24 1344 before returning to Farnham by mid 
December where he remained until~he death of Orleton on July 18 1345.1 
Shortly afterwards he returned to his diocese. Although Trillek devoted 
~ himself almost entirely to 9Rcesan business he was not always physically 
within the diocese as the two episcopal estates which he most favoured 
lay outside the diocese; the first at Prestbury in Gloucestershire only 
a few miles outside the diocesan boundary, and the other at Goldhill _ 
in Wiltshire where he stayed for the second half of 1347 and most of 
1348 but not thereafter. In the early years of his epicopate he made 
occasional trips to London but regualrly made excuses for not attending 
convocation or parliameet. In 1344 the 'legitimate reasons' put forward 
2 
were probably the state of health of Adam of Orleton. In 1346 he 
promised to attend a council of the provinae at St. Paul's to consider 
the state of the church and the encroachmeets of the laity, but nearer 
the time he had to withdraw on grounds of poverty; he lacked horses 
for the journey because of a sudden epidemic and he was short of money 
and could not even borrow any. 3 In 1348 he was again excused pers onal 
attendance for 'legitimate reasons~ and in 1350 he made ill-health his 
excuse.
4 There is no indication that Trillek attended parliament or 
convocation thereafter. 
Trillek's successor, Lewis Charlton, also devoted most of hi s time 
1. Reg. Trillek, 21, 55 . 
2 . Ibid. 6 . 
3 . Ibid . 271, 15. 
4. Ibid . 127 , 168 , 181 . 
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to his diocese. A member of a prominent local family, he had been 
connected wbth the diocese since 1336 when he became a canon of the 
cathedral and prebendary of Wellington, 1 but most oi his time before 
his promotion to the see was probably spent at Oxford. As bishop he 
attended to his duties only leaving the diocese to attend parliament. 
Although little evidence appears in his register of his visits to 
parliament and convocation, his presence is attested by his appointment 
as trier of ~etitions in 1362, 1365, 1366, and 1368. 2 
The episcopate of Charles Booth who was bishop of Hereford for 
eighteen years followed a similar pattern to that of Trillek. After 
his consecration at Otford he remained in London for several months 
assisting at the consecration of the bishop of LLandaff before 
visiting his diocese for the fiEst time for the Easter celebrations 
in 1517. 3 Thereafter he was usually to be found in the diocese. In 
the early years he spent a lot of time at Ludlow, where, as a member 
of Prince Arthur's council and a member for the council of the March 
of Wales he had been based prior to his elevation, but he also 
travelled widely within the diocese carrying out his episcopal 
duties. In his later years he based himself at Whitbourne as had so 
many of his predecessors.~ At first the bishop visited London 
occasionally, usually to attend parliament or convocation, and in 
1520 he was one of the three bishops summoned to attend the queen at 
the Field of the Cloth of Gold. As early as 1523 he was excused from 
attending parliament on the grounds of ill-health and there is no 
1. Fasti, 50. 
2 . Emden, (Oxford) 391 . 
3 . Reg. Booth, 25, 304. 
4. Booth's itinerary is somewhat difficult to work out from the 
printed register as frequently the formula used is 'as above' 
or 'in the usual place' when it is not always clear where this 
refers to. he is obviously residing within the diocese however. 
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evidence of his having attended parliament ot convocation thereafter. 
Booth's predecessor, Richard Mayew, also spent most of his 
episcopate after 1506 within the diocese although his" age, 65 when ~ 
he was consecrated, makes this understandable. Nevertheless as late 
as 1514 he was able to visit London and throughout 1515 he continued 
to travel round his diocese, carrying out his duties, although from 
1512 onwards he was excused attendance at parliament and convocation 
on grounds of his age. 2 For the first two years of his episcopate he 
tried to combine the duties of bishop and president of Magdalen 
College, Oxford. Most of his time then was spent at Oxford with only 
brief visits to Hereford, his duties there being carried out by a . 
vicar-general and a suffragan bishop, but the division of his attentiion 
and the cost of supporting him as bishop led to faction within the 
college and in 1506 he was forced to resign, and his attention 
thereafter was devoted exclusively to his diocese. 3 
For most of the bishops so far discussed it was not difficult for 
them to devote their time to their diocese as they had either not held 
or had given up within a short time of becoming bishop, any public or 
academic positions; nor were they appointed to any secula~ positions 
during their episcopates. For several bishops of Hereford, however, 
government service had been a key factor in their rise and they were 
too valuable to be allowed to retire to their dioceses on their 
promotion. Whether they wished to or not they had to balance their 
secular and spiritual duties and for most of them this involved 
compromise and a good deal of travelling. Thomas Charlton had been a 
busy royal servant under Edward II and Edward II I found him no less 
1. Reg. Booth, 44, 51 , 65 , 74- 5 , 140 . 
2 . Reg . Mayew , 200 , 146, 204, 208 , 218 . 
3 . Ibid. I ntroduction , iii (note). 
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useful after his promotion in 1327. He continued to employ him on a 
series of diplomatic missions both at home and abroa~, culminating 
in his appointment first as chancellor of Ireland in 1337 and then as 
keeper from 1338 to 1340. 1 These appointments inevitably meant that 
Charlton was often absent from his see, and between 1337 and 1340 
he was unable to visit it at all, deputing his duties to others . 
Consecrated at Avignon, Charlton was present in his diocese by February 
26th 1328, but secular duties claimed his attention for much of 1328 
and 1329. 2 There is evidence though that he was present in his diocese 
at frequent intervals during 1330 and throughout 1331, 1332, and 1333: 
and occasionally in 1334. In 1335 he was specially appointed to take 
measures for the preservation of peace on the southern Welsh border, 
but he appears to have done very little diocesan business. His last 
recorded appearance in the diocese before his departure for Ireland in 
1337 was at t he ordination in the cathedral on June 14th 1337. 3 After 
his replacement as keeper of Ireland in 1340 he again returned to the 
diocese, and mostly remained there until his death in 1344, although 
in 1341 he was one of the auditors of peti tions in parliament. 4 
John Gilbert, bishop of Hereford from 1375 to 1389 was in a similar 
position of trying to combine two careers. One of the few bishops of 
Hereford to be translated from another see, he was involved in secular 
duties from the start of his episc?pate. He was frequently employed on 
diplomatic missions overseas and in the administration of the realm 
during the early years of Richard II; from 1386 to 1389 he was treasurer 
1. Emden, (Oxford), 392 . 
2 . Reg . Charlton, 93 . 
3 . Emden, (Oxford), 392 ; Reg . T. Charlton, 171. 
4 . Emden, (Oxford ) , 392 . 
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of England. 1 This meant that much of the routine business of his diocese 
had to be left to his vicars-general, but his register indicates that, 
whenever he was able, he was present in his diecese. In February 1379 
he was sent oo a mission to Scotland, but by April he was again present 
in his diocese, and similarly, after a mission to Calais in the first 
two months of 1382, he paid a brief visit to his diocese before returning 
to London at the end of March. 2 Only while he was treasurer was he 
consistently absent. 
Thomas Myllyng was far less conscientious about visiting his diocese 
in the intervals between public business. As abbot of Westminster h~ had 
come to the king's attention in 1470, 3 but thereafter Edward IV found 
him a useful public servant and employed him on various diplomatic and 
administrative duties, notably as privy councillor and chancellor to 
the Prince of Wales. 4 Although his duties as a member of the council 
administering the principality of Wales brought him to Ludlow at frequent 
intervals, in the early years of his episcopate he was frequently to be 
found at London, relying on vicars-general and suffragans to administer 
the diocese in his absence. Although there is evidence that he conducted 
triennial vis~tations in 1480 and 1486, 5 he did not hold ordinations 
in person after 1486. Even so, most years he was present in the diocese 
on several occasions, staying mostly at Whitborne or less frequently at 
Sugwas or Prestbury, and his register testifies to his concern for 
clerical standards. 6 
1. Emden, (Oxford), 765-6. 
2. Reg. Gilbert, 136, 154. 
3. See chapter 1, p .15. 
4. Emden, loc . cit. 
5. Reg. Myllyng, 66, 100. 
6 . See below. 
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John Stanbury's episcopate clearly points out the difficulties 
besetting a bishop who was compelled to serve two masters. Before 1460, 
as a close associate and councillor of Henry VI, he was forced to spend 
much of his time in London on royal business, and was a regular attender 
at council meetings. 1 Consequently his visits to Hereford were infrequent 
although he regularly held ordinations. After the deposition of Henry VI 
in 1460 his royal employment came to an end, but, for several years, it 
was difficult for him to participate in diocesan affairs since his 
connection with the Lancastrians made him unpopular in a predominantly 
Yorkist area. From 1457 to 1463 his vicar-general, Richard Rudhale, 
produced a separate register, and virtually the only evidence of the 
bishop's presence is continuing regular ordinations . In 1462 Stanbury 
was ready to resign his see on the excuse of old age and infirmity. 2 
But this was not carried through, and from 1464, in the more settled 
political climate, he was able to devote more personal attention to his 
diocese. 1464 seems to have been a year of great personal activity, the 
entries for this year filling thirteen closely written folios of the 
. . 1 . t 3 or1g1na manuscr1p , but thereafter his interest slackened until 1468, 
when he took up the fight against heresy which occupied him until his 
death in 1474. 
At first sight John Trefnant might seem an unusual candidate for 
a bishop resident in his diocese, .since most of his earlier career 
had been spent at the Roman Curia as a lawyer. He was slow to visit it 
at first, making a lengthy stay in London after returning from the Curia; 
but once in his diocese he remained there, except when employed by the 
l. Emden, (Oxford), 1755 . 
2 . C.P.L. XI 441. 
3 . Reg . Stanbury, i ntroduction iii. 
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king on legal commissions or diplomatic missions. His interest in legal 
matters was deep-seated and expressed itself in extensive litigation on 
the slightest provocation, so it is not surprising that he was employed 
1 by both Richard II and Henry IV on several legal commissions. He was 
also employed on some diplomatic missions which took him abroad in 1394 
and again in 1400 and 1401. 2 These activities however remained secondary 
to his diocesan work and his involvement in the trials of Swinderby and 
Brut which occupy so much space in his register. 
Robert· Mas call ,- the next bishop, was also much employed on public 
business during the reigns of both Henry IV and Henry V. He was, in fact, 
at Rome on a diplomatic mission when he was provided to the see and was 
consecrated there. 3 On his return to England which was complicated by 
his capture by Flemis.h pirates, he appointed a vicar-general and a 
suffragan who carried out most diocesan duties for the first few years 
of his episcopate, and before 1407 visits to Hereford were rare and 
brief. Thereafter he was more regularly in the diocese but short trips 
to London were frequent and he was a regular attender of parliament, 
frequently being appointed a trier of petitions. 4 He was also used by 
the king to conduct local business in the Welsh Marches during the 
5 troubled years of the Glyndwr revolt. 
The physical presence or absence of a bishop in his diocese di~ 
- not necessarily mean the difference between a well run or a neglected 
1.. C.P.R. 1388-91, 196, 242, 337; 1392-95, 306, 390; 1399-1401, 524. 
2. Emden, (Oxford) 1900; Reg. Trefnant, Introduction. 
3. Ibid. 1239 
4. Ibid. 
5. Reg. Mascall, Introduction, iii. The introduction to the 
Canterbury and York Society edition is written by C. Johnston 
while the Cantilupe Society edition bas an introduction written 
by J.H.~Parry. this is the only volume where there is any 
difference between the two editions. 
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diocese. The majority of routine business was no longer carried out by 
I the bishop inperson but by a permanent bureaucracy. Non-routine tasks , 
could~ ee carried out by commissioners appointed specially for the task 
or by a vicar-general. Most bishops, when in their diocese, spent most 
of their time not in their cathedral city or in the urban centres 
but on their rural estates. 1 To find out how far the bishops of Hereford 
personally involved themselves in their diocese and actively worked to 
further the spiritual development of their subjects is difficult. for 
the most part thetr registers are an official record of these acts which 
needed to be recorded for some purpose. The need for a record of 
institutions and ordinations gives a full pictupe of their work there 
but visistations and correction of abuses were only recorded occasionally 
and not as a matter of routine. The personal interests of the bishops 
can only be inferred. Nevertheless a pattern can usually be discerned 
and effort beyond the routine usually revealed itself in the register 
of the bishop concerned. 
One of the primary factors to be considered when looking at how 
effectively the bishops of Hereford ruled their see is their physical 
well-being. The majority of :the bishops were at least middle-aged when 
appointed to their sees and several of the bishops of Hereford spent 
many years in office before dying as old men. Physical or mental 
weakness could seriously reduce their abilities. This was certainly the 
case with John Trillek. Although ·a comparatively young man when he 
became bishop he always seems to have been subject to ill-health, 2 but 
in the last years of his reign his mental faculties became impaired and 
a power struggle developed between the ambitious archdeacon of Salop, 
1. For fuller discussion of where the bishops of Hereford lived see~~-S 
2 . In 1330 Tril~ek was still under 30 .(C.P.L. II, 316.) 
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Henry de Shipton, and the dean and chapter who appointed the bishop's 
brother, Thomas Trillek dean of Hereford, as the bishop's coadjutor. 1 
Henry de Shipton and his associate, Andrew de Werminster, seized the 
person of the bishop and kept him at the episcopal castle of Bishop's 
Castle in Shropshire throughout the latter part of 1359. The dean and 
chapter appealed to the king, claiming that they were prevented from 
retrieving the bishop by armed force. The king took the bishop under 
his protection but the bishop appeared to have recovered sufficiently 
by January 1360 to take matters into his own hands, and complained to 
the king that the dean, his brother, was hindering him from performing 
his duties. As a token bf this recovery the bishop moved from Bishop's 
Castle to Sugwas early in 13602 and the : problem was solved by his 
death in November of the same year. During 1360 he appears to have 
been well enough to carry out some of his routine duties; he held 
ordinations in April and May of that year but not in September when he 
licensed a suffragan, Robert, bishop of Brignais, 3 and he appointed 
collectors of royal tenths and replied to royal letters~4 but the 
volume of business was considerably reduced in comparison with earlier 
years. 
By contrast Richard MAyew was already 65 when he became bishop in 
1504, and by 1511 was excused by the pope from saying mass on the great 
- festivals on account of his great age. He was also excused from attending 
parliament for the same reason in l512. 5 Throughout his episcopate he 
~. C.P.R. 1357-61, 326; C.C.R. 1354-60, 663. 
2. The bishop was at Bishop's Castle from July 21 1359 (Reg. Trillek, 
404) until December 25 (Ibid.154). This is the only recorded 
occasion he stayed at Bishop's Castle. By MArch 1360 he had 
moved to Sugwas, just outside Hereford. (Ibid. 369). 
3. Reg. Trillek, 629, 630, 631. 
4. Ibid . 363, 370. 
5. Reg •. Mayew, ··1. .112, 146. 
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~mployed a suffragan bishop. However there are indications that he 
remained active until the end of his life. He had conducted a triennial 
visitation in person from March 7 to M~ch 25 151~, and as late as 
December 1515 he was still conducting some ordinations although his 
suffragan had always conducted some others. IH 1514 he had visited 
London and in June 1515 he was present at the dedication of a new 
church at Croft. Only in 1515 does the volume of business conducted 
by the bishop fall away. 1 
Like Mayew Bishop Booth spent his later years mainly at the 
episcopal palce of Whitbourne, but unlike Mayew there is some evidence 
that his grasp on affairs declined. How far this was due to physical 
w~ness and how far it was po~itic for a supporter of Catherine of 
Aragon to lay low in the early 1530s is difficult to say. Certainly 
in 1531 he had been threatened with prosecution for some unexplained 
reason.
2 However in 1533 the bishop did not attend parliament~on 
account of ill-health, and in 1534 he licensed deputies to carry out 
his triennial visitation because of his ill-health. 3 In Jtine 1533 he 
carried out his last ordination ant his preoccupation with the 
temporal affairs of the diocese lasted right until his death. 
Despite repeated protestations of ill-health and weakness, Thomas 
Spofford remained bishop of Hereford for twenty-six years and then 
survived for another eight years after his retirement. Since he was 
abbot of St. Mary's, York ,by 1405 and studying at @xford in 1397-84 
it is unlikely that he was born any later than 1380, and this would 
make him at least 68 on his retirement. Perhaps it is not surprisiQg 
1. Reg. Mayew, 165, 200, 212. 
2. Reg. Booth, Introduction, iii (Note). 
3. Ibid. 286, 267. 
4. Emden, (Oxford) 1744. 
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therefore that as early as 1433 he was requesting to be allowed to 
1 
resign his see on grounds of old age and weakness._ In 1440 he was 
sufficiently concerned about his infirmities to obtain from the pope 
permission to make a will, and two years later he again requested 
permission to resign; failing this, he appointed a second suffragan.
2 
His register, however, belies this tale of old age and infirmity. 
Right up to his resignation in 1448 he continued to conduct ordin.ations 
in person, and he carried out triennial visitations in person as late 
as 1445, 3 and his register continued to give testimony to the wide 
range of diocesan and general matters in which he took an interest. In 
~442 he had travelled abroad, although he had long made his infirmity 
an excuse for not attending parliament. 4 
When the registers of the bishops of Hereford are examined for 
indications of the bishops' activities and interests, the least revealing 
are those of Thomas Charlton and William Courtenay. They are so formal 
as to reveal few of their activities and nothing of their interests 
and preoccupations. Very little of Thomas Charlton's register is taken 
up with diocesan affairs, but he seems to have carried out a visitation 
personally in 1332 . 5 Four references are made to this visitation, all 
of them concerned with procurations, although the reference to the two 
visitations at Munsley suggests that the bishop was conscientious in 
this matter. The publication of an ordinance concerning the vicarage 
of the newly appointed church of Lugwardin~ and the ordinance for the 
appropriation of Dorstone a nd t he establishment of a vicarage there, 
1. Reg. Spofford, 165 . 
2 . Ibid. 232 , 251, 258 . 
3 . Ibid . 260 
4. Ibid . 240 and intra. ix for his absence . He had been excused 
parliament and convocation in 1433 (165 ) , 1435(207) , 1437( 218 ) . 
5 . Reg . T. Charlton, 20 , 24 , 29 . 
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1 
are other signs of his concern; but the rest of the entries concerned 
with diocesan affairs are mainly routine tasks of delegation. 
Far more space in the register is taken up with records of royal writs 
against clergy in the diocese, perhaps a fitting memorial for a man who, 
by the record he left, seems to have been an official first and a 
spiritual leader a long way behind . 
As bishop of London and archbishop of Canterbury, William Courtenay 
was to win for himself a reputation as a leader of the church in England 
and as a defender of the church's rights. None of this is revealed in 
his Hereford register, which contains only ten pages to cover the five 
years of his episcopate. Already his interests lay in a wider field; and 
his duties in the diocese were perfunctory. By far the longest entry 
is the account of his enthronement, 2 and only two entries personally 
involve him; in June 1372 he blessed the new abbot of Flax ley, and in - . ·~ 
February 1373 he personally granted Richard de Baskerville the right to 
celebrate mass in his oratory. 3 Even ordinations were as often 
celebrated outside the diocese as in. 
John Stanbury's register also reveals a discouraging picture for 
the e~rly years of his episcopate, and if he had resigned in 1462 as he 
wished, 4 the most productive period of his episcopate, belying the 
excuse of old age and infirmity given then, would never have occurred . 
In his early years much of the work had to be entrusted to his commissaries, 
and only ordinations were carried out at all regularly, once or twice 
a year. His vicar-general, Richard Rudhale, kept a separate register 
1. Reg . T.Charlton, 16-17, 8-10 . 
2 . Reg. Courtenay, 4-5. 
3 . Ibid . 9, 10. 
4. C.P.L. I X 441. Stanbury was ready in 1462 to resign his see on 
grounds of old age etc. if a pension coul d be assured him. 
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1 from 1457 to 1464, and only occasional entries in the bishop's 
register reveal any but a formal interest in the dlocese. By 1463, 
however, Stanbury was freed of any involvement in politics, and was 
able to give his full attention to diocesan affairs. The bishop was 
much concerned with the affairs of the dean and chapter, 2 intervening 
in the election of the dean in 1463 and imposing his own candidate, and 
investigating the pollution of the cathedral close by bloodshed. He 
also granted land to the vicars choral for a college, to enable them 
to carry out their duties in the cathedral more efficiently. At parish 
level he waged a campaign against the poor condition of many buildings, 
granting indulgences for various building projects, 3 and establishing 
numerous inquiries into dilapidations. 4 The value of vicarages and 
non residence of clergy5 were other matters on which the bishop took 
action and recorded it in his register. He also encouraged preaching 
through the granting of licences to preachers. 6 there is no evidence 
that the bishop carried out any visitations in person, indeed there 
are no references to visita tion anywhere in the register, but this does 
not mean that visitations were not carried out at least by a commissary. 
It may be that the action taken in numerous dilapidation and other cases 
was taken as a result of findings from a vis itation . In the l atter years 
of his r e i gn Stanbury became mos t interes ted in checking the spread of 
1. Reg . Stanbury, 133- 6 . 
2 . Ib i d . 71- 82 , 94 . 
3 . I b i d . 70; 91, 92 , 94, 112 , 114 , 122 , 132 , 133 . 
4 . Ibid . 92 , 94 , 99 , 110 , 112 . 
5 . Ib i d . 90 , 105 , 116 , 125. 
6 . Ibid. 70, 91. 
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heresy in his diocese, and the last fifteen pages in hie register are 
largely concerned with this. The parish of Lydney seems to have been 
a centre of heretical ideas; the reading of gospels in English is one 
specified, and the bishop moved strongly against it and against heretics 
in other parts of the diocese. 1 Stanbury's career as bishop of Hereford 
shows clearly the problems which involvement in secular affai~s could 
bring, and the second half of his episcopate stands in sharp contrast 
to the first part •• Bishop Bale, an earlier commentator on Stanbury, 
described him as "a most vigilant shepherd, guarding his flock most 
kindly, implanting virtues in the minds of his subjects and extinguishing 
and eliminating their faults completely", 2 comment perhaps befitting 
the leading Carmelite of his time and a distinguished author and writer 
of sermons, but not altogether fitting the bishop of Hereford revealed 
by the register. 
Robert Mascall was also forced by his involvement in secular 
affairs to entrust much of the administration of the diocese to deputies. 3 
Before 1408 the bishop celebrated only one ordination in the diocese, 
the rest being performed by his suffragan, the bishop of Dunkeld, 4 but 
from1408 onwards he held ordinations regularly three or four times a 
year. Visitations in 1406 and 1415 were also entrusted to deputies, the 
bishop of Dunkeld and an assistant in 1406, 5 and the bishop of Hebron 
and John Staneway, the commissary-general i n 1415. 6 There is no 
1. See als o chapter 6 . 
2. "Vigilantissimus pastor gregem perhumane tutabat, subditorum 
animis virtutes inserendo vitiaque prorsus extinguendo et 
eliminando". Bale Harl. M.S. 3838, quoted in intro. Reg . Stanbury. 
3 . His first actions as bishop were to appoint a vicar-general, John 
Cateby, a suffragan, Nicholas bishop of Dunkeld, and a commissary-
general, William Levyot. 
4 . Reg . Mas c all, 125-136 . The bishop ordained at Bromyard on 
December 19th 1405. 
5 . Ibid. 15: pres sure of bms iness prevented his personal attendance . 
6 . Ibid . 85 . 
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indication that the bishop held any visitations in person. The early 
years of the fifteenth century were a particularly difficult time for 
much of the diocese, and the trail of destruction left by the ~elsh 
rebels was extensive. The only indications of this, however, appear 
in the financial records; the increase in the number of churches exempt 
1 from payment of. the tenths and the loss of procurations payable to 
the archdeacons; 2 the pastoral records are scanty and routine for the 
most part, although action against dilapidations was frequent3 as were 
sequestrations of churches. 4 For the rest action was taken in two cases 
of non-residence, 5 one coadjutor was appointed and a number of pensions 
were granted to clergy retiring fi!Om~; their benefices. 6 The bishop also 
sanctioned the appropriation of the church of ~estbury to the vicars 
choral, and established a vicarage. 7 M~call did not neglect his see 
in any way, but there are no signs that he did any more than his basic 
duty. The amount of time he spent out of his diocese, especially in the 
early years of his episcopate, meant an extensive reliance on s ubordinates, 
and even in the later years he achieved little more even thoug h the 
time spen~ in the diocese was gr~ater than the time spent in London. 
John Gi lbert, although he was involved in secular affairs 
throughout his rule as bishop of Hereford , gave more thought to the 
well-being of his diocese than Stanbury . Constant travelling enabled 
1. Reg. Mascall, 20 . 
2 . Ibid., intro. by J.H.Parry to the Cantilupe Soc . edition, for 
which see above p . 38 n.4. 
3. Ibid. 10, 36, 40 , 42 , 43, 44, 49, 53, 91 . 
4. Ibid . 4, . 23 , 28 , 50 , 55 . 
5 . Ibid. 11, 69. 
6 . Ibid. 73 , 82, 175, 178, 180, 181. 
7 . Ibid. 77 . 
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nim to visit his diocese frequently. He conducted ordinations regularly 
until 1387, after which they were conducted by his suffragan, Robert 
bishop of Archila. 2 Most of his duties had to be ca~ied out by 
depu~es3 but his register shows careful supervision and interest in 
~ 
running the diocese; the bishop involving himself in such diverse 
subjects as appointing a master to the grammar school at Hereford when 
the chancellor refused to nominate to the vacancy, appointing friars 
to hear confessions and preach in the diocese, supporting the church 
against defiant laymen and uniting two impoverished chantries in Ross 
church. 4 He was also diligent in correcting the faults of the clergy; 
he commissioned two enquiries into immorality and in October 1385 he . 
warned a number of absentee rectors to return to their cures. He also 
found time to reconcile the churchyards of Alberbury and Diddlebury in 
person after they were polluted by bloodshed. 5 Visitations appear to 
have been held regu~rly throughout the 1380s although not always by 
the bishop in person. In 1382 a visitation of the archdeaconry of 
Hereford was entrusted to Richard Kinston, the archdeacon of Hereford 
and other clergy, but the following year Gilbert personally summoned 
the rural deans to appear at the palace of Hereford to render an 
account of their official acts and receipts, .and to render a final . ·; 
accounting from money received in the last visitation and from the 
conesistory court. In May 1385 he visited the deanery of Frome at 
least, in person and in September the same year gave notice of his 
1. See above, 36. 
2. Reg. Gilbert, 174-82. 
3. John Cheyne, canon of Salisbury, was appointed vicar-general on 
his translation in 1376, and in 1384 the dean of Hereford, John 
Harold , and John Godmestone, the rector of Ross and scribe of 
the bishop appeared as his vicar-general. 
4. Reg. Gilbert, 48, 44, 13-5, 25-7 , 2-3. 
5. Ibid. 77, 84, 80, 68, 69. 
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.intention to visit Wigmore abbey, probably as part of a wider '. 
1 
visitation. In 1388 he was once again compelled by secular business ·' 
2 to entrust his visitation to deputies, the dean and other clergy. As 
might be expected in a regul ~r (he was a Dominican friar) he upheld the 
position of the religious houses in the diocese, sanctioning the 
appropriation of Almeley church to Wormesley priory, allowing the cure 
to be served merely by a stipendiary chaplain rather than ordaining a 
vicarage. He also allowed the priory of Great Malvern to farm the 
appropriated church of Peterchurch to a layman and vigo-rously defended 
v 
the Hospital of St. Catherine at Ledbury against excessive royal 
taxation. However, when Tintern Abbey neglected to pay the vicar of. 
Wollaston his portion, he sequestrated the benefice. 3 The cathedral 
clergy also benefitted from his attention; he sanctioned the 
appropriation of the church of Westbury to the vicars choral, united 
the deanery of Hereford to the prebend of Bullinghope in order to 
augment the revenues of the deanery and finally settled the dispute ~ :v 
over the chancellorship in the cathedral, twelve years after it began. 4 
Thomas Myllyng also made some attempts to watch over the well-
being of his diocese although frequently employed on royal business. 
During his freqent absences vicar-general were appointed and the ~ 
registers reveal the continuation of routine work of the diocese. 5 
Myllyng rarely held ordrunations in person, preferring to entrust this 
task to deputies; in the early ye·ars to bishop Alcock of Rochester who 
was established at Ludlow with the Prince of Wales, and to various 
1. Reg . gilbert, 16-7, 36-7, 78, 79. 
2. Ibid. 109. 
3. Ibid. 15-6, 19, 42-44, 89. 
4. Ibid. 46-7, 97-8, (This move was reversed by Gilbert's successor 
Trefnant); 105- 8 . 
5. The registers of John Bayly, vicar-general 1477-79, Richard 
Jacquessone, vicar-general 1480-5, are bound in with Myllyng 's 
register (Reg . Myllyng , 137-144. · 
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Irish and Welsh bishops; after 1482 he appointed a permanent suffragan, 
Richard Wycherley, bishop of Olensis (who was also beneficed in the 
diocese of Hereford). 1 As frequently happens there is no direct 
reference to visitations carried out by the bishop, but indirectly 
there are refences to two visitations by the bishop or his deputies, 
one in April 1480 and another in April 1486. 2 It is possible that 
these fit into a pattern of regular triennial visitations. Certainly 
Myllyng made continuing efforts to check abuses. At least nine of the 
clergy were deprived of their benefices for various reasons3 and 
others were punished less severely . 4 Myllyng was especially active 
in the uniting of parishes which individually had become incapable 
of supporting their cure. Complicated by the question of lay patronage 
this was a difficult and timeconsuming task and it is to Myllyng's 
credit that he succeeded in three cases, 5 and in another case 
completed the ordination of a vicarage at Awre which had long been 
appropriated to Llanthony priory. 6 The practice of granting pensions 
to retiring clergy was also continued and enlarged during Myllyng ' s 
. t 7 epl. sco pa e • 
Neither Beauchamp nor Boulers was bishop of Hereford f or long 
enough to have much impact on the diocese although both showed 
themselves to be staunch upholders of episcopal rights; Beauchamp 
1. Reg. Myllyrig, 155,· 158, 167, 54, 137, 141, 99, 142, 143, 166-197 . 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
-
7. 
I n 1483 Richard Wycherly_: became master of St. Catherine's 
Hospital, Ledbury (Ibid. Introduction, iii), and rector of 
Donnington (Ibid. 193 .) 
Ibid. 66 , 203, 100 . 
Ibid. 17, 80, 100, 185 , 188, 194, 200 . See also chapter 4 , 
Ibid. 70 , 80, 128, 143 . 
Ibid. 39, 63, 66. for further discus sion see chapter 4, 
Ibid. 50 
Ibid. 111, 185-20 2. 
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p~aced an interdict on the city churches of All Saints and St. Peter's 
for failing to ring their bells on his arrival in the city, and clashed 
with city officials over his jurisdiction in the~ity. 1 He may also ~ 
have visited the cathedral. 2 Boulers insisted on his right to have 
loaves from the canons' bakehouse whenever he attended Matins at the 
cathedra13 (an infrequent happening for any bishop since none did more 
than occasionally reside at the episcopal palace next to the cathedral). 
Although Edmund Lacy was bishop of Hereford for only three years 
he addressed himself vigorously to the well-being of his diocese which 
had been seriously affected by the Glyndwr revolt ten years earlier. 
From 1418 ordinations were conducted regularly and he apparently 
carried out a visitation in person in 1418 since in October that year 
the rural deans were cited to appear before him and pay over monies 
'due for our visitation and also acquired in our Consistory Court• . 4 
it is most likely that this visitation had been carried out in March 
and April 1418 when the bishop was recorded as being variously at 
Ross, Leominster, Pontesbury and Chirbury .• 5 He was much concerned 
with non-residence and after establishing a commission to report on c: 
the matter, cited eighteen named non-resident clergy to return to 
their benefices within the month and appear before him to explain 
their absence . 6 For the improvement of the spiritual welfare of 
his s ubjects, Lacy licensed confessors and preachers, and permitted L 
the use of the chapel of Ashampton, and the consecration of the chapel 
1. Reg . Beauchamp, 6-7. 
2 . Ibid. 11.For further discussion of this see chapter 3 , 
3. Reg . Boulers , 17-8. 
4. Reg . Lacy, 4 5. 
5. Ibid . 7- 21. 
6 . Ibid . 41, 45- 7 . 
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of Lee for services. He also looked into cases of dilapidations and 
neglected cures, and where necessary arbitrated on ~nsions for clergy 
resigning through old age or sickness. 1 After careful i nquiry he permitted 
the appropriation of Minsterworth to St. Oswald's priory, Gloucester, 
but ordained a generous vicarage. 2 Lacy was evidently also concerned 
with the improvement of roads and bridges in the diocese if one can j udge 
from the number of indulgences granted for these matters. 3 
The next bishop of Hereford to reside in the diocese, Thomas 
Spofford, despite his unwillingness to remain a bishop, his old age 
or ill he~th, and his difficulties in establishing himself , was 
nevertheless dedicated to the betterment of conditions in the diocese 
and upholding standards. Non-residence was a perennial problem, and like 
Lacy , Spofford issued at the beginning of his episcopate a general 
warning to all non-resident clergy to return to their benefices or 
to appear before him to explain their conduct, and thereafter energetic-
ally pursued individual offenders even using the ultimate sanction of 
deprivation where necessary. 4 
The maintainance of church buildings and the responsibility for 
them was another long-standing problem which Spofford purs ued vigorously , 
ordering inquiries and taking action as needed . Usury, simony and 
incon tinence were other faults of t he clergy against which Spof for d 
act ed. 5 Bes i des chastening the c lergy for their wrongdoing , Spof for d 
1. Reg .Lacy, 11, 61, 25, 21, 35-7, 61, 83, 89, 4, 6, 91 . 
2 . Ibid. 9 , 43 , 54 . At a time when many of the benef~ces in t he diocese 
were valued at less than 10 marks , t he vicar was to r eceive 15 
marks plus 4 wagon loads of hay a year for his horse. He was a l so 
t o have a manse with a yard and ga r den , and all char ges wer e to be 
pai d by t he prior and convent. 
3 . I bi d . 19 , 20, 28 , 35 , 63 , 66, 90. 
4 . Reg . Spof f or d, 41, 159 , 195, 199 , 221 . 
5 . Ibid. 14 , 37 , 40 , 50 , 124 , 137 , 150 , 217 ; 52 , 54 , 35 , 124 , 221. 
For further discussi on s ee chapter 4 . 
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also did his best to improve their conditions, granting coadjutors 
for clergy who were unable to carry out their duties through age or 
1 illness, decreeing pensions, and augmenting inadequate vicarages. 
He even succeeded in uniting the two parishes of Thongland and Munslow 
which had been impoverished. 2 Spofford was especially active in reforming 
the religious houses of the diocese, visiting them frequently, and 
issuing ordinances for their correction.3 Similar evidence for parochial 
visitation is lacking; only two specific references to it are made, 
one in 1433 when it is stated that a visitation began in January 30th, 
and the other in 1436 when it is stated that the bishop began his triennial 
visitation on February 17th and finished it on May 4th. 4 At other times 
references are made in connexion with other issues5 so that it seems, 
as might have been expected from Spofford's record, that triennial 
visitations were carried out. Although Spofford personally attended to 
much of the business of the diocese including ordinations, he had from 
the first year of his episcopate employed a suffragan, Richard Belmer, 
bishop of Achonry, and in 1442, after being refused permission to resign, 
he was granted the right to have a second suffragan, Geoffrey Hereford, 
bishop of Kildare. 6 
John Trillek, like Spofford, spent most of his long reign as bishop 
of Hereford within the diocese, and busied himself with diocesan 
matters. His register, however, is far less revealing of his pastoral 
1. Reg . Spofford, 108, 134, 372, 148, 350-3, 358, 363, 366-8, 55, 
98, 221, 248. 
2 . Ibid. 247 . 
3 . For further discussion see chapter 5. 
4. Reg. Spofford, 148, 207. 
5. Ibid. 98 (1426), 260 (1445). 
6 . Ibid. intro. x, 102, 258 . 
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work. Although very long, much of it is formal, the re~ption and execu-
tion of royal writs is given in great detail, and frequent and very 
large ordinations carried out by Trillek throughout his reign take up 
1 
much space. His pastoral work in the diocese is rarely mentioned, 
and can only be inferred from occasional references. As usual very little 
information is given about visitations, but at least three were held, in 
1346, 1353, and 1356 although it is not clear how extensive these were. 
In 1346 Trillek certainly visited Frome and Forest deaneries early in the 
year, 2 but had to call off a visitation of Irchenfield deanery in 
June because of pressure and business. 3 Apparently the visitation of 
the deanery of Forest was not completed, since, in October 1346, a 
commission was sent to the dean of the Forest for the visitation of 
Dymock and neighbouring churches, while a visitation of part at least 
of Ross deanery was held at the same time, and probably also of Leominster 
deanery. 4 The visitation in 1353 certainly included the deaneries of 
Stottesdon and Burford in the archdeaconry of Salop and Monmouth in 
Irchenfield deanery in the archdeaconry of Hereford. 5 In 1356 the 
deaneries of Leominster and Burford are mentioned specifically. 6 It 
seems from the instructions given that these visitations were the 
standard way of discovering and correcting abuses, the bishop frequently 
entrusting the task of correction variously to the rural deans, the 
official, the archdeacons or to specially :named commissioners, 7 hence 
1. In the printed register of Trillek ordinations run from page 410 
to page 632. 
2. Reg. Trillek, 30, 31, 38 , 62 . 
3. Ibid. 76 . 
4. Ibid. 90, 107 . 
5. Ibid. 176, 177, 215, 211. 
6. Ibid. 240, 246 , 252. 
7. Ibid. 31, 108 , 240. 
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the lack of information in the register . One aspect of pastoral work 
which is extensively covered is the appointment of coadjutors t o those 
rectors and vicars who were unable t hr ough natural causes to carry out 
t heir duties. No less than seven are reco~ed , a higher number than is 
found in any of the other regist ers. 1 The practice of granting pensions 
however was not yet:. established. Only; two deprivations are recorded, 
two sequestrations and only one example of other action being taken 
against non-residence. 2 Two instance~ are recorded of resignations 
under protest, compelled by the bishop under the constitution, 
Execrabilis against pluralism. 3 Trillek also moved to ban the 
performance of plays in his diocese and exc ommunicate parishioners who 
formed drinking clubs in the Forest of Dean against the king's 
charter. 4 Violence was endemic throughout the diocese and damage to 
ecclesiastical property, violence against the c lergy or even between 
the clergy was very frequent. 5Trillek,8Bs far as possible moved decisive~y 
against the wrongdoers, using the twin weapons of ecclesiastical ~-; 
censures and secular punishment, but the problem remained and even he 
became a victim of it. - Although the evidence is scanty, Trillek comes 
through as :~a very hard working and conscientious bishop . For 1346 
alene there are aver seventy entries in his register, ·.'excluding i 
institutions and ordinations. The entries for other years are fewer, 
but the precedent had been established and there was no longer the need 
to record matters in such detail, but there can be little doubt that 
1. Reg. Trillek, 37, 110, 111, 172, 233, 236(twice). 
Ibid. 46,(rector of Hopton Wafer deprived for non~residence, 60, 
(vicar of Lng Stanton removed, no reason given), 80,(sequestra~ion 
of chantry in Dorstone because th chaplain add the lord of Dorstone 
have quarelled), 97, (profits of Tiddenham sequestrated, no raaon). 
3. Ibid 43. 
4. Ibid. 141, 224. 
5. Ibid. 84, 91, 109, 115, 99, 128, 80. See also chapter 4, 
• 
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his i nvolvement with t he diocese continued at a high level, and on his 
deat h in 1360 his epi t aph described him as 'gratus, prudens , pius' 1 
The register of Trillek's successor, Lewis Charlton, is also 
formal and gives away little of its bishop's personality or interests. 
He resided in the diocese and regularly presided over ordinations and 
seems systematically to have carried out his duties. In 1363 he gave 
notice to the dean of Frome of a. proposed visitation of his deanery. 2 
This i s the only mention of visitation in his register but in the autumn 
of 1366 he was moving around his diocese and this may well indicate the 
course of another triennial visitation.3 In his comparatively brief 
register cases of dilapidations, simony, the establishment of a vicarage 
and the union of two parishes are all dealt with, 4 but there is no 
indication that these were anything more than routine matters. Lewis 
Charlton certainly carried out his duties as diocesan, anything more 
remains unrevealed. 
Perhaps the most idiosyncratic register in the period under review 
is that of John Trefnant. It reveals almost nothing of the routine work 
of the diocese or the extent of Trefnant's involvement. It does, 
however, reveal very clearly his preoccupation with legal arguments 
5 -
of all kinds ; disputes with the dean and chapter, Wibh ~he archbishop 
of Canterbury, 6 are dealt with in great detail and over half the 
1. Reg. Trillek, Introduction, ix. 
2. Reg. L. Charlton, 7. 
3. The place is usually recorded for the giving of the first tonsures. 
Between September and the end of November he visited Newent, Awre, 
Walford, Marcle, Newnham, Bitterley, Wistanstow, Wigmore, Chirbury, 
Alberbury, Munslow, and Wenlock. 
4. Reg. L. Charlton, 23, 52, 43, 8. 
s. Reg. Trefnant, 50-100, 126 , See also chap~er 3, 
6. Ibid. 100-115 (dispute with the archbishop over testamentary 
jurisdiction), 116-120,(argument o•er the collection of taxes by 
the bishop for the archbishop, 120-6, (dispute over the ri&ht of 
the archbishop to visit the diocese, 125-6, (dispute over who 
should receive the fruits of Newland durin& the vacancy ot the 
see of Llandaff). 
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register is taken up with an account of the trial of the Lollards, 
Swinderby and Brut. 1 Had only his register survivej it would have 
been impossible to say much about the bishop's concern for his diocese, 
but there exists the only extant set of visitation returns for the 
diocese of Hereford in this period, dating from 1397. 2 The visitation 
is mentioned only once in the register, 3 but t he returns reveal a 
personal visitation by the bishop of nearly all the archdeaconry of 
Hereford and about half of the archdeaconry of Salop. Besides the 
comperta or findings there are sometimes added in another hand the 
actions ordered to remedy the abuses found. Despite a lack of any 
prev~ous involvement in pastoral duties Trefnant clearly entered into 
diocesan matters with some enthusiasm but preferred the larger issues 
to more mundane ones. 
The reg ister s of the last two bishops of Hereford in the period 
under review , Richard Mayew and Charles Booth, are characterised by 
thei t,businesslike sense of effi ciency. Much of their registers is 
occupied by details of leases of episcopal lands and there was clearly 
great concern to r eorganise the episcopal manors and lands into a 
more efficient and profitable whole ; 4 this same practical attitude 
was carried through into their pastoral duties. If a sense of spirit-
uali ty and reform was lacking, there was nevertheless a concern that 
the diocese no less than its lands should be smoothly and efficiently 
run. As has been s een both bishops spent most of their time in the 
diocese, but both were quick to appoint vicar-general and suffragan 
1. Reg . Trefnant, 231-365 . 
2 . A.T. Bannister , · 'Visita tion Returns of the Diocese of Her eford in 
1397 ' I E.H. R. 44 (1929), 279-289, 444-453 , 45 (1930), 92-101, 444-463. 
3 . Reg . Trefnant, 138 . 
4 . See \0·1 f or f uller discussion. 
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bishops to cover their absences. 1 From the episcopate of Mayew comes 
the only indication of the examination of candidates before an 
ordination, when he commissioned the archdeacon of Hereford to examine 
the qualifications of candiates to be ordained at an approaching 
ordination at Monmouth. 2 These suffragans also performed other tasks 
for these bishops when necessary. The pattern of triennial visitation 
seems to have been well~established although again these were not 
always carried out in person. Mayew held visitations in person in 1507 
and 1513, 3 and possibly visitations were held in 1510 when a commission 
was issued to an unnamed person to visit Wormesley priory and view, 
among other things, parish irregularities, although this commission does 
imply a special visitation caused by rumours of widespread irregularities. 4 
Booth intended to hold a visitation in person in 1519 but was forced to 
entrust -it to his vicar-general because of a summons to a council. 5 
In 1522 he held another visitation, beginning in the deanery of 
Pontesbury at Alberbury and including the much-visited but unsuccess-
fully reformed abbey of Wigmore, and also an unsuccessful attempt to 
visit the cathedral chapter. 6 No further visitations are mentioned 
until 1534 when the suffragan bishop of Pavada, the archdeacon of 
Salop and a canon of Hereford were commissioned to hold a visitation 
because of the bishop's poor health. 7 
A new- feature in both these episcopates is the encouragement of 
I . 
I. See ~ I • 
2. Reg. Mayew, 97. 
3. Ibid. 19, 165. 
4. Ibid. 116 . 
5. Reg. Booth, 65 
6. Ibid. 128, 130. For and account of Booth's unsuccessful attempt to 
visit the chapter see Chapter 3, 1 ~ 1 . 
7. Ibid. 286. 
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preaching through out the diocese. All preachers had to be licensed by 
s 1 
the ordinary and three such licences were \Sued by _Mayew, and no less 
than nineteen by Booth, the latter f~quently granting an indulgence to 
those attending. 2 By this time also the granting of pensions to 
retiring clergy had become commonplace, and the lists of institutions 
reveal many such instances. 3 ft was no longer only needy c3es who were 
A 
granted such pensions; in 1512 Thomas Wolsey resigned as dean of 
Hereford after only a few months in office on a pension of £45 a year 
for three years then £40 a year for life. 4 With the increase in the 
number of pensions there was less need to ap~oint coadjutors and only 
one instance is recorded in Mayew's register. 5 The perennial problems 
of non-residence and neglect of cures also continued, and both Mayew 
and Booth took action against them. In 1513 Maye~ issued a general 
monition to the non-resident clergy to return, on pain of excommunication, 
and the revenues of Monmouth priory were s eques trated because of the L -. 
lang absence of the prior, and those of Neen Savage seques trated 
because of the negligence of the vicar. 6 The number of sequestrations 
jumped considerably, over sixteen are recorded in his register, but 
not all of these were for non-residence or neglect; s ome were routine 
duringthe vacancy of the cure. In 1521 the fruits of Presteigne church 
I 
were seques trated becaus e of the continuing absence of the vicar, as 
were the fruits of Weobl ey church in 1522. The sequestra tions of Lydham , 
1. Reg . Mayew, 80, 99 , 194 . 
2 . Reg . Boo t h , 76*, 95*, 134, 140, 146 , 148 , 175*, 197, 201 ( two ) , 206 , 
207*, 208* ( two), 248 , 271 . Indulgences were granted on f ive 
occasi ons (starred) . 
3. Reg . Mayew, 273- 285; Reg . Booth, 331- 349 . 
4. Reg . Mayew, 148 , 160. 
5 . Ibid . 78 . 
6 . Ibid. 190 , 80, 210 . 
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Welsh Newton, and Shelve were imposed because of the neglect of the 
1 
rector. Mayew and Booth were also forced on several occasions to 
intervene in the affairs of the dean and chapter, since, increasingly, 
they were reluctant to discipline themselves. 2 
There was a charge of simony against one of the canons, and Thomas 
Walker also resigned the rectory of Tedstone Delamere which he had 
obtained simonaically. As he was ignorant of this bishop Mayew afterwards 
dispensed him for institution to the same rectory . 3 Mayew was also 
concerned with the continued existence of heresy in the diocese, and 
as early as 1505 issued a commission to the prior of St. Guthlac's and 
others to deal with cases of heresy in the diocese, and this was · : 
f ollowed by a number of ab j urations. 4 The occasional augmentation 
of vicarages or union of parishes because of poverty also occurred 
during these episcopates . In 1527 the churches of Aylton and Pixley 
were united, in 1532 the churches of Middleton and Ditton, while in 
1528 the fruits of the church of Linley were entrusted to the neighbouring 
rector of Broseley until it could be united with another benefice. 5 
The portion of the vicar of Avenbury was augm.en ted with the consent 
of the abbot and convent of Dore, but the nuns of Limebrook proved less 
cooperative, and Boo th sequestrated the greater tithes of Stoke Bliss 
on account of the poverty of the vicarage because of the decline in 
income from the lesser tithes. 6 
1 . Reg . Booth, 99, 133 , 170, 184. 
2 . For a fuller discussion see chapt er 3 . 
3 . Ibid. 189. 
4. Ibid. 64-67 . 
5 . Ibid. 192, 248 , 200. 
6. Ibid. 297, 240 . 
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Like their predecessors, Mayew and Booth found solutions to none of 
the long term problems of the church not only in Her~ford but in England 
as a whole. For the most part they remedied the abuses they found in 
individual cases. They carried out, or caused to be carried out, those 
tasks of ordination, visitation, preaching and administration which were 
laid down as the duties of a bishop, but even those bishops who were 
the products of the new learning reaching England at the end of the 
fifteenth century did not look outside the framework of the medieval 
church or seek to reform it from the roots. Emphases certainly changed 
during the period under review. Preaching, rarely mentioned in the 
fourteenth century, became bw the end of Booth's episcopate an important 
task, but still one entrusted to outsiders be~asuse the parish clergy 
were ill-fitted to undertake it. The use of pensions to ease the pressure 
on ag ing clergy became well established by t he end of the fifteenth 
century, but like other reforms successful at first, it was abused by --;1_ 
the powerful and may indeed have contributed to the poverty of the 
parish clergy. 1 Poverty, non-residence, violence and neglect were themes 
which ran right through the period, stronger after an age of neglect, 
subdued temporarily by conscientious bishops such as Trillek and 
Spofford, but existing always. 
Medieval bishops did not work in isolation. The use of suffragans 
and vicars-gener al t o cover their absences or indispositions has already 
been referred to. In addition , by t he fourteenth century, every b ishop 
had an extensive bureaucracy of officials to carry out the routine 
administration; to run the ecclesiastical courts , to search out and to 
correct offenders , t o collect the spiritual revenues and to administer 
1 . The burden of a pension, often for ma ny years , must have been 
considerable where inc omes genera lly were low. In a few cases 
more than one pension may have been payable from a benef i ce . 
For fuller details and discussion of this issue, see chapter 4 . 
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wills. These officials were appointed at the will of the incumbent 
bishop, and held office during his pleasure. Just be.cause so many of 
their tasks were purely routine, they are shadowy figures, sometimes 
mentioned briefly in the reg isters of the bishops and sometimes c ompletely 
unknown. The two chief officers of this diocesan bureaucracy were the 
Official Principal and the Commissary-General . The official principal 
was the senior member who presided in the consistory court, while the 
commissary-general bad powers of canonical coercion and authority over 
wills and testamentary disputes. 1 This is the general theory, but at 
Hereford at least the available evidence suggests a much more f l uid 
situation , where the practice of the individual bishop al tered or 
amended the f unctions of these officers. 
Under Thomas de Charlton there is evidence of the appointment of 
an official in 1333 , 2 and three commi ss i ons t o commissary- general in 
September 1330 , November 1330, and 1332 . 3 In t he case of the official , 
Richard de Sidenha le, and the 1332 appointment of commi ssary- general , 
William de Hyntes, no details of their duties are g iven , but in t he 
commissions of 1330 the commi ssaries- gener al, in addition to powers of 
correction over t he bi shop' s subject s , were gr ant ed the right to hear 
and det ermine cases in the cons i sto~courts, usually r egarded as the 
pr ovince of the off i c i al. 4 I t may be s i gnific ant, therefore, that t he 
1. For a general discuss ion of the f unction of the diocesan offi c i als 
I have relied on Hamilton Thompson, The English Clergy ch . 2 , and 
R.L. Storey, Diocesan Administrati on in the fifteenth Cent ury , St. 
An thony ' s Hall Publs . 16 (1959) . Robert E . Rodes in Ecclesiasti cal 
Administrat ion in Medie va l Engl and (1977) sugges ts that Off i c i al 
Princ ipal and Comm i ssary- General were alternative t i tles for one 
office, but t his seems to be an oversimplification of the case . 
2 . Reg . T.Charlton , 27 . 
3 . I bid . 2- 3 , 7 , 23 . 
4. The editor of the reg i ster in his headings gives them the title 
' commissary- general ' in each entry , but nowhere in the printed 
entry i s this used. It may be that the edi tor has confused the 
offices of Official and Commissary-General. 
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commissary-general named in both commissions is Richard de Sidenhale, 
1 formerly commissary-general to Adam of Orleton when bishop of Hereford 
and later to be appointed official. 
Under bishop Trillek the position was almost reversed. Trillek 
had received his training in the household of his uncle , Adam of Orleton, 
and under Orleton, in both Hereford and Winchester dioceses, the commissary-
general was appointed as the official's assessor and commissioned 
to act further only in the absence of the official. 2 This seems to have 
been the situation at Hereford under Trillek. Only one commission to 
the official is recorded, that to William Wroth in 1353 when he was 
given the power to hear and decide all cases within the bishop's 
spiritual jurisdiction, correct and punish the bishop's subjects and 
give decisions i n appeals. 3 The previous official, William de Herwynton 
had also been appointed vicar-general, but his commission in November 
1344 to this effect only granted him the power over benefices and 
elections, which was usually reserved to the bishop . 4 Presumably those 
powers over spiritual jurisdiction which the vicar-general was usually 
granted and which coincided with the authority .of the official were 
a lready in his hands as official. The vicar-general's commission 
also granted him t he power of canonical coercion which customarily 
belonged to the commi ssary- gener al. The power of the Official under 
Trillek, therefore, was very wide-ranging, and the authority of the 
commissary-general probably more circumscribed. There is evidence for 
two commissaries. In 1346 William de Thynghulle was named as commissary-
1. R.M .Haines, op .cit. 83 . 
2. Ibid. 
3 . Reg. Trillek, 192 . 
4. Ibid. 17. 
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general in the absence of the official; and in 1353 Thomas Bellamy 
was named as commissary-general when hearing a case at Ludlow; 1 but 
they seem to have been subordinate to the official. 
Although the names of no less than four officials principal are 
known during the episcopate of Lewis Charlton, little is known of them 
beyond their names. 2 The appointment of Henry de Shiptone is recorded 
in 1368, 3 but there are no details of his commission, and similarly 
with the appointment of Thomas Belamy as official by the archbishop of 
Canterbury during the vacancy of the see in 1369.4 The appointment of 
deputies to the official, John de Broghton, in 1361 merely commissioned 
them to hear and decide cases and 'perform other duties in the absence 
of the official•.5 Despite the similarity of their duties, the offices 
of vicar-general and official remained separate. There is no evidence 
of any commissary-general during this period. 
William ~ourtenay left no evidence for any diocesan officials other 
than the vicars-general, but the commissions to the official and the 
commissary-general an the same day, October 8th 1377 at the beginning 
of Gilbert's episcopate, make clear the functions of each, although 
there still seems to be some overlap. The division of powers was similar 
to that during Trillek's episcopate, with the commissary-general, John 
de Llanwarin only able to hear and decide cases in the absence of the 
official, Henry de Shipton.6 Llanwarin was also appointed receiver-
1. Reg. Trillek, 60, 194. 
2 John de Broghton 1361 (Reg. L.Charlton, 2), Robert de Nettleton 
1365 (ibid. 24), Henry de : Shiptone 1368 (ibid.), Thomas 
Bellamy 1368 (ibid. 56). 
3. Ibid. 47. 
4. Ibid . 56. 
5. Ibid. 2. 
6. Reg. Gilbert, 3, 4. 
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Trefnant. 1 John Staneway replaced John Pavy in November 1409, and the 
commission again changed to the form given for Mascall's earlier 
. . i 1 2 commlsslar es-genera • By contrast the official is a much more 
shadowy figure. In December 1405 John Cateby was described as the 
bishop's official, and he held this office until 1408, 3 when he was 
replaced by John Hereford. Hereford's commission4 empowered him to 
recognise and proceed and determine all cases brought before the Hereford 
consistory, and to exercise the authority pertaining to the official, 
even where it demanded a special mandate; possibly a limitation on the 
more extensive powers held by earlier officials. 
During the episcopate of Edmund Lacy, the commissary-general, John · 
Berew, seems also to have held office as official, but there is no 
further evidence beyond the connexion of the name and the offices. 5 
If the two offices had been temporarily vested in o~e person, they 
were separated again under bishop Spofford. Two brief commissions to 
the official have survived, the first, to Edmund Ryall in 1423, 6 
merely commissioned him to hear all cases, even matrimonial and 
divorce cases, in the consistory court; while the second, in 1440 to 
Richard Reed, 7 was slightly wider, giving powers to "exercise all 
other things which pertain to the office". Besdies the two officials, 
the names of four commissaries-general are known during Spofford's 
episc;pate; ~ but only one commission of appointment exists , that of 
1. 
2. 
3 . 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
Reg . Mas call, 69. 
Ibid. 77 . 
Ibid. 8, 58. 
Ibid. 59. 
Reg. Lacy, 9, 34 . 
Reg. Spofford, 33. 
Ibid. 240. 
John Berew (1423, ibid. 39) , John Staneway (1428, ibid. 108), 
John Asshebury (1430, ibid. 124 ), John Dylewe (1435, ibid. 220) 
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general in the same comnission. In addition;,he was to correct and 
punish the excesses of the bishops subjects, but, un~ike the official, 
not to search them out. As receiver, he was to demand and receive all 
monies due from the spiritualities of the see. 
The lack of routine information in Trefnant's register has already 
been noted, and this also applies to knowledge of his officials. There 
is no reference at all to the official, but John de Llanwarin continued 
as commissary-general until October 1394, 1 when John Levyot, the r ector 
2 
of Kinnersley was appointed. His commission, very succinctly gave him 
the power to recognise, hear and determine all cases pertaining to the 
office of commissary and power to punish all wrongdoers in the dioce se 
with the power of canonical coercion. Unfortunately there i s no evidence 
as to what cases did pertain to the office, and this formula was to be 
used increasingly in the fifteenth century . William Levyot was reappointed 
comnissar y- general under Robert Mascal l , and his commi s sion in Mascall 's 
3 
register is the fullest so far g iven. He was commissioned to correct, 
punish and reform the excesses pertaining to the ecc l esiastical juris-
diction of any of the bishop's subjects and to impose canonical penalties, 
to prove and regi ster wills a nd commit those wills and the administration 
of the affairs of those dying intest ate to good hands, and to sequestrate 
the possessions of those subjects sentenced by the courts. On October 1st 
1405 John Desford replaced William Levyot, but the terms of his commission 
remained the same. 4 However, when John Pavy was appointed commissary-
general in 1408, the terms of the commission reverted to that used by 
1. Reg. Trefnant, 16, 50 . 
2 . Ibid . 17. 
3 . Reg. Mascall , 2. 
4 . Ibid. 7 . 
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were separated again under bishop Spofford . Two brief commissions to 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
Reg. Mas call , 69. 
Ibid. 77. 
Ibid. 8, 58 . 
Ibid. 59. 
Reg. Lacy, 9 , 34. 
Reg. Spofford, 33. 
Ibid. 240. 
John Berew (1423 , ibid. 39) , John Staneway (1428, ibid. 108), 
John Asshebury (1430, ibid. 124), John Dylewe (1435 , ibid. 220) 
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John Dylewe in 1435, which is merely given by the editor of the printed 
1 
register as 'in the usual form'. The commissary-general was, however, 
clearly Spofford's principal agent of correction, since it is through 
him that monitions to the clergy were addressed, and he was empowered 
to act to punish and correct their faults. 2 
Under John Stanbury such evidence as exists points to an increase 
in the powers of the commissary-general. No commission to the official 
survives, but he is referred to as 'Official · o~bur court of Consistory•, 3 
suggesting a limited application of his powers,while the extant commission 
to the commissiary-general grants : a very wide range of duties, 4 notably 
the power to hear, recognise, and determine all cases including reserved 
cases of marriage and divorce, and later to carry out all functions 
which pertain to the bishop's jurisdiction excepting institutions, 
deprivations, and collations, in addition to more usual powers citing 
peopl e to people to appear before the vicar- general or official, of 
correction , canonical coercion, and authority over wills. These powers 
were more akin to those of a vicar-general, but a separate vicar-
general was appointed in August 1453, and from 1455 on the offices of 
official and vicar- general were united in the person of Richard Pede, a 
process which may have increased the authority of the official . 5 
The linking of these two offices was to be a feature for the 
remainder of the period under review although during Myllyng's episcopate 
separate commissions were issued for the two. In May 1375 John Bayly was 
1. Reg . Spofford , 220 . 
2 . Ibid. 39 , 108 , 124. 
3 . Reg . Stanbury, 35, 37 . 
4. Ibid . 3 . 
5. Ibid . 33 . 
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. 1 
created official principal and in addition to judicial powers he was 
given those powers of enquiry and correction and cano~ical coercion 
aver the bishop's subjects which had been given to commissaries-
general at other times. Similar powers were given to Richard Jacquesonne 
2 in 1483 when he was created official principal and the accompanying 
commission creating him vicar-general to some extent duplicated these 
powers. In contrast the commissary-general, Thomas Morton, is only 
mentioned once3 and no commissions to this officer survives. 
There is very little evidence fr.om bishop Mayew's register of the 
activities of either of these officials. In 1511 John ~ardroper was 
4 
named as 'official of our court or consistory'. He had been vicar-
gener~during Mayew's absence at the beginning of his episcopate but 
no information is given as to the extent of his powers and there is 
no mention of a commissary-general at all. Mayew's successor, bishop 
Booth developedbne answer to the di vision of power between these two 
I 
officials by giving them to the same person. In 1516 ~illiam Burghill 
was created vicar-general, official principal and commissary-general.5 
However, al though~·:one commission was issued for the offices of vicar-
general and official principal a separate commission was issued to him 
as commissary-general and it was evidently intended to keep the two 
offices sep~ate. As commi::; sary-general he was given the customary 
powers of correction and punishment over the bishop's subjects, the 
administration of wills and powers of sequestration, while as official 
principal and vicar-general he was given the powers of hearing and 
1. Re&{ Myllyng, 27, 
2. Ibid. 87. 
3. Ibid. 78. 
4. Reg. Mayew, 113. 
s. Rea. Booth, 13, 14. 
68 
·deciding cases1in the consistory and also in this particular instance, J, 
I 
in the bishop's court of audience, receiving crimiRous clerks, and 
admitting and instituting clerics presented to him to their benefices. 
William Burghill held these offices until his death in 1526 when 
Humphrey Ogle was similarly appointed to all three offices. 1 These 
commissions were not included in the register, but the scribe noted 
that one commission made him commissary-general and sequestrator-
general throughout the diocese, while the other commission made him 
official principal of the bishop's consistory and vicar-general 
during the bishop's absences. It is most likely therefore, that these 
commissions conferred the same powers as the earlier ones to William 
Burghill. 
During the period under review the role of the officia~ principal 
became increasingly confined to the consistory court while the .,> 
commissary-general had a subordinate but more wide-ranging commission 
within the diocese at large. As head of the consistory court there was 
less need to define the powers of the official than that of the more 
flexible commissary. There was also a tendency towards the end of the 
fifteenth century to ~ink the offices of official and vicar-general 
and then in the sixteenth century to combine all three offices in 
one person •• This could be seen as a step towards greater efficiency, 
preventing duplication of roles and conflict between individuals but 
also it concentrated considerable power in the hands of one official 
who was answerable only to the bishop. However j ust as the choice of 
his officials was the prerogative of each bishop so too were the duties 
each performed and the r oles of offici a l and commissary-&reral 
developed as they did only because that seemed best or easiest to 
1 . Reg . Booth, 184 . 
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the bishop at the time. 
t .he official principal and the ccmmissary-ge!leral were the two 
most important members of the bishop's permanent bureaucracy. The 
other members are even more obscure and little is known beyond the 
existence ofl a n office and the occasional name of its holder. The 
apparitor, whose function appeared to be that of a summoner or 
process server, was the next most frequently mentioned official. 
Bishop Thomas Charlton appointed Richard de Bunshulle in 13321 , while 
Trillek appointed separate apparit ors for each archdeaconry. 2 Roger 
appeared as apparitor-general during bishop Gilbert's episcopate3 
and Thomas Marchall as bishop Mascall's chief apparitor, 4 implying 
the existence by the end of the fouteenth century of several lesser 
apparitors. This view is strengthened by the appointment, by bishop 
Gilbert, of Thomas Fewster as apparitor in the deaneries of Wenlock 
and Ludlow in 1387 and the subsequent extension of his power to 
Shropshire generally by the archdeacon of Salop . 5 Philip Cook was 
named as apparitor in bishop Lacy 's register, 6 but the next mention of 
the office is not until the end of bishop Stanbury ' s epis~opate when 
a John Lyland held that office . 7 In 1513 John Gregory was apparitor-
general , 8 while in 1520 Humphrey Stafford and John ap Thomas were 
appointed jointly for the term of their lives . 9 Only one entry reveals 
1. Reg . T. Charlton, 23. 
2 . Reg . Trillek, 38 . 
3 . Reg . Gilbert, 13, 36 . 
4. Reg. Mas call , 4. 
5. Reg . Gilbert, 104 . 
6 . Reg . Lacy , 45. 
7 . Reg . Stanbury, 122 . 
8 . Reg . Mayew , 188 . 
9 . Reg . Booth , 76 . 
7E> 
anything of the duties of the apparitor, although the use of the term 
'Submonitor. J principalis' for the chief apparitor by Mascall suggests 
1 
something of his functions. The extant commission is that to Thomas 
Fewster in 1387, and it gives his duties as 'searching out spititual 
faults of any peson whatsoever in the deaneries •• • ••• •2 Other 
permanent offices named in the registers were the notary or scribe 
3 
of the consistory court, receivers of the bishop~" ·:spiritual 
4 5 
revenues, and the auditor of the bishop's accounts. 
These officials were:.all- permanent. and 9perated largely 
independently of the bishop. In addition the bishop would have living 
with him hou~ehold officials such as chaplains and scribes, 6 and also 
fequently appointed special commissioners for individual case~· who 
might or might not hold positions within the peramnent bureaucracy, 
but who,very frequently, were members of the cathedral chapter. Two 
other positions impinged more closely on the bishop's authority; 
those of vicar-genenal and suffragan bishop. The vicar-general was 
usually appointed to carry out the bishop's administrative duties 
while the bishop was outside the diocese and his commission automatically 
lapsed once the bishop returned to the diocese. A suffragan bishop 
1. Reg. Mascall, 4. 
2. Reg. Gilbert, 104. 
' 3. Reg. Trillek, 19; Reg. Myllyng, 67; Reg. Mayew, 2; Reg. Booth, 240. 
4. Reg. Trillek, 114; Reg. Gilbert, 4; Reg. Mascall, 4, 87; Reg. 
Stanbury, 67. 
5. Reg. L. Charlton, 7; Reg. Beauchamp, 7; Reg. Booth, 230. 
6. Although it is possible through the names of witnesses to 
documents to guess at the names of the bishop's hou~ehold 
intimates it is very rare that these names are connected with 
positions within the household. Nicholas Fyrford, an Austin 
canon was named as bishop Gilbert~& chaplain in 1380(Reg. 
Gilbert, 19}, and J~hn Godmestone, the rector of Ross as his 
scribe(Ibid.6}. In bishop Spofford's register the office of 
'custos' of the bishop's treasury is referred to (Reg. Spofford, 
87} which may be the same office as receiver or a more personal 
office. 
' ~-
7l 
was usually appointed to carry out those functions, such as ordination, 
confirmation, and reconciliation of churches, whic~could only be 
performed by a bishop. By the fifteenth century it had become customary 
to permanently maintain a suffragan to assist the bishop in those 
functions and a bishop usually requested a bishopric, either Irish or 
'inpartibus infidelibus', for his chosen cand(ate so that he might have 
a deputy constantly on harid. Since a suffragan could rival the 
diocesan's authority he was rarely given any authority other than 
spiritual, and in the bishop's absence he was subordinate to the 
. 1 1 v1.car-genera • 
Although many of the bishops of Hereford were ordinarily resident 
in their diocese, in almost every case there was a delay after their 
consecration before they came to their diocese, and almost always their 
first task was to appoint a vicar-general. lhe only exception to this 
was Thomas Charlton; although he was frquently absent from his see 
there i.i;s no record of any vicar-general. John Trillek appointed 
vicars- general during 1344-5 while he remained with the dying Adam of 
Orletan at Farnham, and again in 1347 during his absence then. 2 His 
first appointees were Roger de Breynton , archdeacon of gloucester and 
John Rees , canons of Hereford and associates of Adam of Orleton while 
he ·was bishop of Hereford and later Wor cester. 3 Their commission i s 
not g iven in any detail and they were merely empowered to carry out all 
the duties pertaining to the office. After six months these two were 
replaced in November 1344 by William de Herwynton, the official , who 
was to receive subsequent commissions as vicar-general in May and July 
1. A. Hamilton Thompson, op . cit. 48 .on. 
2 . Reg . Tril1ek, 1-2 , 17-8, 111, 116 . 
3. For the association with Adam of Orleton see R.l•l. Haines , op . cit . 83 . 
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1 1347. He was specifically given powers over benefices; to receive 
resignations, permit exchanges, admit and institute candidates, receive 
oaths of canonical obedience, confirm elections, to ordain and augment 
vicarages, and the power of canonical coercion. 
Lewis Charlton, a former canon of Hereford, a~so appointed fellow 
canons as joint vicars-general in 13612 to cover the delay before he 
took up residence in his diocese~ One of them was his brother, William 
de Charlton, the second, Adam Esegar, had been collated to the prebend 
of Gorwall in 1341 by Thomas CharltonJ 3 and the third, Philip de la 
Mare, was a prebendary of St. Paul's church in Exeter diocese. Two 
of these, Adam Esegar and Philip de la Mare were named as vicars-
general in the first commisssion of William Courtenay in MArch"1370, 
ala1g with Richard de la Barre, prebendary of Withington Parva and 
4 
canon and John Codeford, doc tor of laws. Thomas de Lexham, prebendary 
of Wellington, replaced Adam Esegar in the commission of October 1370, 5 
6 probably because of the latter's jdeath. In a third commission in 
7 January 1371, commissions to all except Thomas de Lexham were revoked. 
The first of Courtenay's three commissions laid down the duties of the 
vi.c ars-general, namely to carry out businees concerned with the rule of 
the diocese, including visitations and confirmation of elections. As 
usual, collations to benenfices were reserved to the bishop. 
-
John Gilbert appointed his first vicar-general nearly a year after 
1. Reg. Trillek, 17,111, 116. 
2. Reg. L • ."Charlton, 1. 
3. Fasti, 25. 
4. Reg. Cou~tenay, 3.4. 
5. lbid. 6. 
6. No mention of Esegar is found after the above commission and 
another man was granted the prebend of Gorwall held by. Esegar 
in December 1369. 
7 .:·; . .. -.Rei• Courtenay, 7. 
! 
------------ ... ~ 
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~is translation to Hereford, and the man he appointed, John Cheyne, 
ca.rx>n of Salisbury, seems to have had no previous connection with the 
diocese, although in 1387 he was collated to the canonry and prebend 
of Huntinton. The commission, dated October 8 13761 gave him .. the 
powerto recognise and proceed in all cases pertaining to the bishop's 
special jurisdiction, and powers of institution and deprivation, and 
anything else which would pertain to the bishop if he were present, 
with the usual exceptions of elections and collations to bene~fices 
in the bishop's patronage . Cheyne was also appointed receiver. How - · 
lang Cheyne remained vicar-general is unknown but by January 1384 
the dean of Hereford, John Harold, and John Godmestone, the rector of 
Ross were named as vicar-general. 2 They were reappointed in June 13843 
when the bishop went abroad on the king's business and again in March 
1385; 4 John Harold alone was appointed in October 1387. 5 John Trefnant 
oribecoming bishop of Hereford in 1389 also appointed John Harold as 
I 
vicar-general jointly with Reginald de Wolstone. 6 When Trefnant 
went abroad in 1394 John Harold was dead, and two canons of Hereford, 
John de Llanwarin and Roger Hoore, were appointed as vicars-general; 7 
the first of these had a long history of administrative service 
under the bishops of Hereford. 8 
Robert Mascall, on his promotion to the see also chose a canon 
1. Reg. Gilbert, 1. 
2. Ibid. 33 
3. Ibid. 57. 
4. Ibid. 71. 
5 . Ibid . 104. 
6. Reg . Trefnant, 5 . 
7. Ibid . 16 . 
8 . He had been receiver and commissary-general since early in Gi l bert' S 
episcopate anq commissary-general under Trefnant. 
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of Hereford and a licentiate in laws, John Cateby, as his vicar-general 
1 in October 1404, and his commission, like earlier anes, gave him 
extensive p~ers to hear and decide cases, punish transgressors, to 
institute to benefices and enquire into vacancies, with the usual 
reservation of collations. Only one mention of a vicar-general is made 
in Mascall's register, and similarly Edmund Lacy appointed only one 
vicar-general at the beginning of his episcopate. As had now bec~me 
the custom, })is choice was a canon of Hereford, Edmund Ruyhale, and 
his conmiss ion was given in full. 2 The usual powers were _granted but 
special mention_ was made of the vicar-g.eneral 's powers to hold synods 
and other convocations of the clergy and to preside over them and 
receive synodals. All the business of the diocese was carried out by 
a vicar-general during the short episcopate of Thomas Polton, but the 
appointee, Walter &stone, was not a canon of Hereford until his 
collation in December 1421 and little is known of him beyond the fact 
3 that he was a licentiate in laws. 
Although Thomas Spofford was usually resident in his see he 
systematically appointed vicars-general on his occasional absences. 
His first appointment, Robert Haliday, alias Unert, appears to have 
4 had no previous connection with Hereford, but by December 1422 
Edmund Ryall(Ruyhall), previously vicar-general to bishop Lacy and 
official to Spofford, was associated with him:.· In 1425 Ryall again 
appeared as vicar-general, -.6 but died in 1428 so for his absence abroad 
1. Reg. Mascall, 1. 
2. Reg. Lacy, 1. 
·3. Reg. Poltoo, .,11-2 .. Estone is· not mentioned in Emden. 
4. Reg. Spofford, 8. Although he later became a canon and prebend&J7 
of Withington Parva he was not descibed as such in 1422. 
5. Ibid. 9. 
6. ibid. 90. 
. .. ... .. ·JK_. ;«i.;, ... "~ 
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in 1429 Spofford appointed two other canons of Hereford, Nicholas 
Malum and Henry Newton1 ~~d in 1433, Richard Roderham, the treasurer 
of the cathedral. 2 Roderham was vicar-general again in 1442 but on this 
occasion John Dylewe was assoc ated with him. 3 None of the commissions 
to the vicars-general is given but there can be little doubt that all 
the usual powers were conferred on these officials. Some degree of 
continuity followed into the next episcopate as John Dylewe, by then 
penitenciary , was appointed vicar-general to Richard Beauchamp along 
with William Middleham, the precentor. 4 His successor, Boulers, broke 
with this tradition ;· and appointed as his vicar-general, an !lP and 
coming cleric, Richard Pede, 5 who was to be associated with the di.ocese 
until 1481. Although a graduate he was relatively young and inexperienced 
for such an important job. 
Boulers' successor, John Stanbury, was absent from his diocese 
for much of the early part of his reign and the vicar-general t herefore 
conducted much of the business of the see . From 1457 to 1464 a ~~arate 
A 
reg ister of the vicar-gen~~l is included with the bishop's register. 
Initially Richard Rudhale, D.D., the archdeacon of Hereford, and 
William Middleham, the precentor and former vicar-general, were 
appointed with the usual powers, 6 but by 1455 the ubiquitous Richard 
Pede, by now prebendary of Hinton and mas ter of St. Ca therine' s college 
at Ledbury, occupied the office. 7 He remained vicar-general until 
1. Reg. Spofford, 116 , 118 . 
2 . Ibid. 167. 
3 . Ibid . 249 . 
4. Reg . Beauchamp , 1. 
5. Re g . Boulers, .. 5 . 
6 . Reg . Stanbury , 15 . 
7 . Ib i d . 33 . 
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Stanbury took up permanent residence in the see. In 1470 Stanbury 
again appointed a vicar-general, reverting to his earlieat choice, 
Richard Rudhale, (Pede was by this time the dean of Hereford) further 
commissioning John Bayly, the precentor, to act in the latter's 
1 
absence. 
Bishop Myllyng likewise, was compelled by his involvement in 
secular affairs to rely extensiyely on the services of a vicar-
general, and in his early years he followed where his predecessor 
had led. In December 1474 he appointed Richard Rudhale2 and on his 
death in 1476, John Bayly who also became official principal. 3 
Bayly too died in office after only a few years (1479) and Myllyng •,: 
was forced to look for new blood. His choice was Richard Jacq.uessone, 
a senior canon and former bishop's registrat, who was appointed vicar-
general where necessary after 1480 until the bishop's death in 1492.4 
The lack of registers for the next two bishop.s hides any further 
continuity in this office such as had been developing during the 
fifteenth century and the next vicar-general mentioned is that of 
Richard Mayew in 1504 when he appointed John Wardroper, archdeacon 
. 
of Stafford and Richard Judde , leg. bac., a canon residenciary.S 
There is no evidence that Wardroper was connected with the diocese 
before his appointment, but under Mayew's patronage he became 
archdeacon of sar op r treasurer . of the cathedral and prebendary of 
6 
Bartonsham. · Judde apppears to have been prebendary of Bullinghope 
1. Reg. Stanbury, 122. 
2. Reg. Myllyng, 5 . 
3. Ibid. 137-8. 
4. Ibid. 141-2, 87, 110. 
5. Reg. Mayew, 53. 
6. Fasti, 8, 11, 15. 
••• .f'l :::~. L. 
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1 but little else is known of his connection with Hereford. Although 
their separate register is included in Mayew's, their commission is 
not. After 1506 Mayew usually resided in the diocese and there is 
no further evidence for vicar-general. Charles Booth was as methodical 
in appointing vicars-general as he was in attending to other business 
in his diocese. Immediately after his consecration he appointed 
William Burghill lie. dec. vicar-general, official principal and 
commissary-general. 2 He apparently retained these offices, exercising 
that of vicar-general when necessary, until his death in 1526 when 
Humphrey Ogle, canon and archdeacon of Salop took his place in all 
offices. 3 
The position of vicar-general was a very important one, both _ .. 
for the diocese and for the bishop appointing him, and the initial 
choice usually had to be made at a time when the new bishop was 
confronted with a considerable number of new responsibilities, and _ 
often little knowledge of the diocese. One answer was to appoint 
someone who was familiar with the diocese and already connected to 
it, usually a canon of the cathedral. A second answer was to appoint 
someone whom the bishop knew and trusted and who could be associa ted 
with the diocese through the gift of a canonry and prebend. However, 
in no case was the appointment i rrevocable a nd the frequency with 
which some bishops changed their appointments shows ~the importance 
they attached to n~ving a suitable person in the office. The 
suffragan bishops appointed to carry out the :bishop's s piritual 
functions when the bishop was incapacitated or absent was much less 
important and t he only requirement was that he be in episcopal orders. 
1. Fasti, 15 . 
2 . Reg . Boo t h , 14 . For disc ussion of the commission s ee above 67- 8 . 
3 . Reg . Booth, 184 . 
~ 
Rarely was he allowed any responsibilities beyond his spiritual 
functions. For the first half century of the period under review 
there was no specific appointment of a suffragan b~t occasional 
requests might be made to neighbouring prelates to carry out duties 
in Hereford diocese which the incumbent bishop was unable to fulfill. 
In this way the bishop of Llandaff was requested in 1366 to reconcile 
the church of Hereford priory. 1 While bishop Courtenay was in Devon, 
holding ordinations for the bishop of Exeter, John iarre, bishop of 
Commagene held ordinations in Hereford diocese. 2 Another bishop in 
partibus infidelibus; the bishop of Pharos was commissioned by John 
Gilbert to reconcile the parish church of Wenlock in 1386, but early 
in 1387 Gilbert recognised the need for a permanent suffragan when 
he commissioned Robert, bishop of Archila, to consecrate and reconcile 
churches, churchyards and altars, to bless church ornaments etc., , 
confer orders on suitable candidates, punish subjects of the bishop 
who polluted altars and churches , receive procurations owed to the 
diocesan for all of those, and hear confessions and impose penances. 3 
Thereafter the bishop of Archila held all ordinations for bishop 
Gilbert until the latter was translated. 4 
Bishop Trefnant had little need for a suffragan being ordinarily 
resident in the diocese, but Robert Mascall appointed Nicholas , 
bishop of Dunkeld i n October 1404 to assist where necessary with 
spiritual duties. 5 Unlike the vicar-general, the suffragan's 
commission did not lapse when the diocesan re-entered his see but ·-
1. ,- ~ - .. Reg. L. Char 1 ton, 32 . 
2 . Reg . Courtenay , 31, 39 . 
3 . Reg. Gi l bert, 94 , 101 . 
4 . Ibid . 174-182. 
5 . Reg. Mascall , 2 . 
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the two could work side by side, the suffragan being used for any 
duties the bishop did not wish to carry out in person. Until 1408 
the bishop of Dunkeld relieved Masca ll of most ordinations and doubt 
doubtless other duties as well. 1 Towards the end of his episcopate , 
weakened by illness, Mascall appointed .another suffragan, Matthew, 
bishop of Hebron, to assist him. Besides taking ordinations he was, 
most unusually, commissioned with John Stanewey, the commissary-
genenal, to hold visitations in th e diocese. 2 
The appointment of John, bishop of Annaghdown, by Thomas Polton 
was1necessary to cover his continued absence3 but Thomas Spofford's 
I 
indifferent health made the presence of one and sometimes two 
suffragans a useful addition. He used several different bishops as 
suffragans. On his trans lation in 1422 he commissioned the unknown 
A. bishop ofT to act with him alternately with bishop R. 4 {probably 
Richard, bishop of Achonry) but there is no further evidence of his 
activities. Richard Belmer , bishop of Achonry, however, continued as 
Spofford's suffragan for many years, ordaining for him in 1425 , 1426, 
and 1438, 5 and in 1427 reconciling the church of the Black Friars 
at Hereford. 6 I n 1432 David , bishop of Drogheda, briefly acted as 
suffragan for Spofford in reconciling the parish church of Chirstoke . 7 
In 1444 Spofford, his request to resign refused yet again, requested 
the consecration of Geoffrey Hereford, a friar preacher, in order 
1. Reg. Mascall, 125- 32 . 
2 . Ibid. 85, 161. 
3 . Reg . Polton 18. 
4. Reg . Spoffor d , 26 . 
5 . Ibid . 298 , 299 , 329 . 
6 . Ibid. 102. 
7 . Ibid . 133 . 
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that he might act as a second suffragan. this was granted and as 
bishop of Kildare he held an ordination for Spofford in 1448.1 
Geoffrey Hereford remained connected with the diocese for the rest .. 
of his life, spending more time as suffragan to successive bishops 
of Hereford than he did in his own diocese of Kildare. He was 
empl~ed by both Boulers and Stanbury and given benefices in the 
diocese until his death in 1469. 2 In 1473 John Alcock, bishop of 
Rochester, who was tutor in the Prince of Wales' household at 
Ludlow held an ordination for Stanbury as he was to do for Myllyng ! 
3 in 1475-6. For the next few years, Myllyng and his vicars-general 
- 4 eq:>l~ed a number of bishops on ad hoc commissions;· before employing 
in 1483 Richard Wycherley, bishop of Olensis as a permanent s~ffragan. 
His first commission was in 1483 from the vicar-general, Richard 
~ 
Jacquessone, to consecrate nuns, but thereafter he held ordinations 
for Myllyng most years and was given further commissions when 
1. Reg. Spofford, 258, 349. 
2. In 1351 8oulers revoked his commission except for confirmation 
(Reg. Bouler,5). Stanbury used Kildare as suffragan in 1445 
for ordinations (Reg. Stanbury, 140), in 1458 to reconcile a 
pol~uted churchyard (Ibid.47), and hold an ordination (Ibid.144), 
and in 1466 to reconcile a burying ground (Ibid. 112). In 1454 
he became rector of Pembridge and in 2462 he exchanged Pembridge 
for Mitcheldean which he held until his death in 1469. He ~ad 
been granted an indult by the pope in 1452 to hold a bebefice 
in commendam as the temp9ralities of his see had been 
confiscated by the king on a charge of disitoyalty. He was 
granted a pardon in 1453 but the temporalities were not 
r~ored until 1456-7.(Emden, (Oxford) 913). 
3. Reg. Stanbury, 170; Reg. Myllyng, 27, 154-58. ~n March 1375 he 
also reconciled the .church of Brampton Bryan. 
4. In 1477 Thomas Hartepyry, bishop of Cloyne was commissioned by 
the vicar-general to reconcile Dorstone church (Ibid. 137)and 
to consecrate three nuns(Ibid 139). In 1479 the bishop o~Down 
and Connor was commissioned to reconcile the churchyard of 
Mitcheldean (Ibid. 54) and in 1480 the bishopcAf St. David's 
was conmissioned to ordain in the manor of Wynyard in Hereford 
diocese .(Ibid. 141). The bishop of St. David's also held · .;:• 
ordinations in 1480 and 1482 and received a further commission 
in 1482 to hear sui.ts and confer orders within the diocese. 
(Ibid. 84) 
5. ' Ibid. 142. 
L 
1 
necessary. 
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A suffragan to assist him was a necessity for b~hop Mayew, at 
first on account of his absences, and later because of his age. During 
1505 Ralph, bishop of Ascalon, held two ordinations for Mayew, 2 but in 
December 1505 Thomas Fowler, 'episcopus Lachorensis' became the bishop's 
permanent suffragan. In 1507 he was granted the priory of Monmouth 
in commendam, and resigned the living of Bosbury which he had previously 
held. 3 Thomas Fowler remained suffragan to the bishops of Hereford, first 
· Mayew and then Booth, until his death in 1519. 4 After his death Booth 
looked for his next suffragan to the two most important monasteries 
in the diocese, Wenlock and Wigmore. His choice ultimately fell on John 
Smart, the abbot of Wigmore, who became bishop of Pavada in 1527 . 5 While 
Booth's request for his consecration was being dealt with, he seems 
mainly to have managed without a suffragan, the only mention of one 
being John Pinnock, the bishop of Syene, who held ordinations for him in 
1525. 6 John Smart also held ordinations for Booth on occasions after his 
consecration. 
If the spiritual and pastoral functions of the bishop were, then 
as now, regarded as the principal function of their office, they could 
not be maintained without the temporal resources of the see . The Taxatio 
of Pope Nicholas IV i n 1291 assessed t he temporal value of t he see of 
Hereford at £449 7s 5d. 7 At the end of the period under review t he 
1. Reg . Myllyng 170-182 for ordinations, 143 for further commiss ions 
t o reconc ile the burying ground and the cathedral. 
2 . Reg. Mayew , 237 . 
3 . Ibid. 274. 
4 . Reg . Booth, 16 . 
5. Ibid. 322. The ot her candidate was Roland Gosnell, abbot of Wenlock . 
6 . Ibid. 318 . 
7. Tax. 168. 
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Valor Ecclesiasticus of Henry VIII assessed the gross income of the see 
as £881 5s 4Yzd, of which £797 18s lOd came from lands, rents, tolls, 
and profits of manorial courts, and only £88 6s 6Yzd from the spiritualities 
of the see- the profits of the church courts and procurations. 1 
Unfortunately neither of these figures represents the actual income 
available to the bishop. R.Graham has indicated in her study of the 
Taxatio2 that the assessment was based on a minimum rental value at 
which manors and granges might be let, even though, at the time it was 
made, most bishops farmed the greater part of their lands at a profit. 
She concluded that the ecclesiastical income did not correspond even 
approximately to the assessment. 3 This is borne out to some degree · 
by the account of the household expenses of bishop Swinfield drawn up 
John de Kemeseye from Michaelmas 1289 to Michaelmas 1290, 4 in that the 
total of his expenses as given amount to nearly double the return 
given in the Taxatio. Some of these expenses were exceptional, but there 
is still a considerable discrepancy; there is no further evidence that 
this expenditure is unusually high, or that Swinfield was habitually 
in debt during his episcopate. Nevertheless the assessment made in the 
Taxatio continued to be the basis for all taxation until 1535, when a 
new ass e ssment, the Valor Ecclesiasticus was drawn up. With t his 
ass ess ment a greater effort was made t o assess the true value of 
ecclesiastical property by independent commissioners, allowing for 
expenses incurred. As the local bishop was usually chairman of the 
1. V. E. 13.2 . 
2 . R.Graham, 'The Taxation of Pope Nicholas IV', in English 
Eccles i astica l Studi es (London, 1929) , 271-298 . 
3. Ibid . 294. 
4 . J .Webb (ed.) , The Househol d Roll of Bishop Swinfie l d (Camden 
Soc i e t y , 1853/4 ). 
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commissioners for a county, it is possible that fluctuating income may 
l have been minfised, and mistakes were inevitably made~ Savine, in his 
study of English monasteries on the ev.e of dissolution, 1 concludes in 
his first general chapter on the Valor Ecclesiasticus that the figures 
given there were below the actual income ••• 'but the under-valuation 
falls almost exclusively on woods, income from courts and from demesne 
held in ~· the rents of freehold, copyhold and leasehold being given 
with great exactness.' 
Besides these figures given in the taxation returns, two entries are 
given in the registers themselves suggesting a value for the possessions 
of the bishopric, and both of these date from Booth's episcopate. 2 They 
are both returns to the archbishop of Canterbury of the 'true value' of 
the see after allowing for the usual expenses and necessary repairs, 
again as a basis for assessing taxation. The first one in 1524 puts the 
value of the bishopric for the preceding year at £463 6s 8d, while the 
second in 1534 gives the yearly value at £543 7s 4d, an i ncrease of 
just over £80. It is significant, though, that these values are only 
slightly higher than those given i n the Taxatio and considerably lower 
than those of the Valor Ecclesiasticus of 1535. No indication is given 
of how these f igures are arrived at, but it may be supposed that income 
was minimised asa far as possible. 
The bishop of Hereford's income was derived from lands and rents 
in Herefordshire, Shropshire , Worcestershire, Gloucestershire and 
1. A. Savine , English Monasteries on the Eve of the Dissolution 
(London , 1909). In the first chapter he looks generally at the 
composition and value of the Valor Ecc l esiasti cus and his cor~ents 
are applied to ecclesiastical values generally, not just those of 
the monasteries . The quotation below stems f r om p .74. 
2 . Reg . Booth , 149 , 285. 
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Wiltshire. The bishop also had a house at Montalt in London and a 
palace in Hereford, next to the cathedral. Most of his estates were 
within the diocese, where he held monors of Barton, Bishop's Castle 
(Salop), Bishop's Frome, Bosbury, Bromyard, Colwall , Cradley, Coddington, 
Eastnor, Eaton, Grendon, Hampton, Hereford, Ledbury, Lybury North 
(salop), Ross, Ross foreign, Shelwick, Sugwas, Tupsley, Upton, and 
Whitbourne. Outside the diocese he held the monors of Prestbury in 
Gloucestershire, and Goldhill in Wiltshire. 1 
Like all medieval magnates the bishop and his household did not 
remain:· in one place, but travelled around between several residences, 
and during the fourteenth century several residences fell into disuse 
while others became more popular. Thomas Charlton favoured Bosbury, 
Prestbury and Colwall, occasionally visiting Ross, Whitbourne and Sugwas. 
Charlton was the last bishop of Hereford to use Ross, and after 1356 
it was not maintained. John Trillek stayed at Goldhill for a time in 
1347- 8, a residence not used before or after Trillek, although it 
remained one of the manors of the see. In his later years Whitbourne 
became a frequent resting p lace, a forerunner of the popularity it was 
to enjoy during the next century and a half , while Prestbury, Bosbury 
and Sugwas were also popular. In 1356 a reorganisation of the episcopal 
and chapter estates was undertaken, and i t was dec i ded between the bishop 
and the dean and chapter that only the houses at Bosbury , London, 
Prestbury, Sugwas and Whitbourne and the palace at Hereford would be 
kept in good repair. 2 Hencefor ward the occasional use of ot her 
1. This list of episcopal manors is taken from the introduction 
to the Household Roll of Richard Swinfield . 
2 . D & C 982, and W. \'J . Capes ( ed . ) Charters and Records of Hereford 
Cathedral, 226-9 . The two l i sts of manor houses to be maintained 
differ in several respects. Both l i sts include Whitbourne, Sugwas, 
Prestbury, the inn at Montalt and the palace at Hereford . The 
(continued) 
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episcopal manors died out, and Whitbourne and Prestbury became the 
most frequently used residences and also those use~ for the longest 
periods. Sugwas was used occasionally and was especially useful when 
the bishop had business at Hereford but preferred not to use the 
episcopal palace, since it lay on the River Wye about three miles 
from the city to the west. The episcopal palace was rarely used for 
more than a night or two at a time, and then usually at those formal 
appearances such as Easter, enthronements, and the other great 
festivals. Bosbury was little used after the time of Lewis Charlton, 
until John Stanbury stayed there for short periods during most years 
of his episcopate. Thereafter Bosbury was not used at all. During the 
fifteenth century Whitbourne became steadil y more popular until 
by the end of the century the bishop spent most of his time in the 
diocese there, only leaving it for specific reasons. The popularity 
of Prestbury correspondingly declined. There is no evidence that bishop 
Spofford used it at all, although Beauchamp stayed there in 1449. 1 It 
was not used, as far as is known, by bishop Stanbury. Myllyng stayed 
there during 1479 and 1480, and this seems to have been the last time 
it was used. 2 
Very little is known about how the bishops lived in these manor 
houses, or even what they looked like. Bishop's Castle was a marcher 
(cont. from page 84) 
calendar also lists Bishop's Castle and Westbury. Westbury does 
not appear anywhere else as an episcopal manor, and it may be 
a misreading for Bosbury, which does not appear in Capes' list 
and which was certainly used frequently in the next century. 
Capes gives Richard's Castle, which was not an episcopal manor, 
but which again is probably a misreading of Bishop's Castle, 
which appears in the calendar. 
1. Reg . Beauchamp, 4-5. 
2 . J.W.Tonkin, 'The Palaces of the Bishops of Hereford', Trans-
a ctions of the Woolhope Naturalists Field Club XLII, 58 , 
states that Prestbury continued in use into the episcopate of 
Booth, but I have found no evidence for this. 
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castle, built at the end of the eleventh century , and although parts of 
it had fallen into disuse1 Leland in 1530 described ~t as Habitable, 2 
and it was used by Booth on at least two occasions during his episcopate. 
Nothing is known about Whitbourne or Sugwas, but Prestbury was a 'Typical 
moated defended manor of the time•; 3 while there is fourteenth and 
fifteenth century work surviving at Bosbury, i ndicating two large open 
rooms on the first floor; Tonkin suggests that one was a hall and the 
other an audience chamber with a parlour underneath. 4 Practically the 
only evidence as to how the bishops lived at these houses comes from 
thirty-seven years before the start of the period under review, in the 
Household Rolls of bishop Swinfield for the year 1289-90. This roll of 
household expenses indicated that at the time the bishop's household 
consisted of about forty people including squires, clerics , to serve in 
the chapel and assist the bishop, and a host of menial servants, farriers, 
grooms, launderers and cooks. 5 There mi g ht also be wards of the bishop 
living within the household. The organisation needed to feed, clothe, 
and transport this number of people was consider able; the rolls show 
the deta ils of the provision of food (two or three quarters of wheat 
laste d on ly two or three days ), sometimes s peci ally purchased, but 
sometimes from the bishop's es tates; be er was brewed at Prestbury , Sugwas 
and Bosbury, white wine possibly from v ineyards at Hereford and Ledbury, 
fish from t he bishop 's weirs on the Wye , venis on a nd other g ame hunted 
1. D & C 982 st a t es that the old towers at Bi s hop ' s Castle wer e 
no l onger to be maintained. 
2 . Tonkin, op . c it . 55 . 
3 . I bi d . 58 . 
4. I bi d . 56 . 
5 . Household Roll of Bi shop Swinf ield , xxx . 
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on the bishop's chases at Malvern and in the Forest of Dean all 
supplemented purc~ed provisions. 1 Between thirty and for~ horses were 
kept in the bishop's stables to transport this large entourage and were 
a maj or source of expense. 2 In 1346 bishop Trillek claimed that be wa~ 
unable to attend a council of the Province of Canterbury on _the grounds 
that he lacked horses for the journey and he was unable even to borrow 
3 - . 
money to remedy this. His embarassment might only have been temporary 
but the bishop_as a dignitary of the church and a magnate of the 
kingdom•·)was compelled to keep up oa.ppearences. It is impossible to say 
whether Swinfield!·s household was typical of that of the later bishops 
but certainly the position demanded a large household, considerable 
state and extensive hospitality towards other clergy and towards laymen. 
Lacking other resources it was important for the bishops to 
administer their estates efficiently and protect their rights . Although 
the day to day running of these estates was entrusted to stewards and .' •. 
local officials, the bishop concerned himself with overall policy and 
adm~istration; considerable space in the registers is devoted to 
details of leases, appointment of officials and maintenance of the 
Bishop's rights. If one of the bishop's first tasks after he was 
consecrated was to appoint a vicar-general and officials to attend to 
his episcopal duties, he_ was no less prompt on receipt of the temporal-
ities of the see to appoi nt bailiffs and stewards for manors lacking 
them and auditors and receivers of his accounts. After receiving the 
temporalities of the see on March 29 1344, Trillek wi thin •. a month 
appointed a new steward of the tempor alities, a constable of Bishop's 
1. Household Roll of bishop Swinfield, xli, xliii, xlvi, xlviii. 
~. Ibid. lvi. 
~ . 
3. Reg. Trillek, 15. 
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1 Castle, a foreign bailiff, and a bailiff of Ross. Four days after 
.receiving his temporalities Trefnant appointed stew~rds for his estates 
2 in the counties of Hereford, Gloucester and Shropshire. Mascall 
similarly appointed a new steward and receiver-gener.al withi n a week 
of receiving his temporalities. 3 Later bishops do not seem to have been 
irlsuch a hurry to make new appointments but their register reveal a 
steady flow of appointments'and continuing supervision of their estates . ( 
Naturally over two hundred years many changes occurred in the 
administration of these estates but these can only be inferred from 
the entries in the bishops' registers and in the archives of the dean 
and chapter whose consent was required for any major change. The main 
change seems to ha've been the increase in the leasing out of estates 
for money rents, to the extent that by the sixteenth century, the bishop 
retained hardly any estates or houses in his own hands. At the beginning 
ofthe fourteenth century the bishop did receive money rents from 
various sources , the rents from tenants of the burgage plots in the 
bishop's boroughs of Ross, Ledbury, Bishop'S Castle, Bromyard and 
Prestbu~y and from fairs and tolls as well as rents from tenants on 
his manors4 but it is clear from the details of the household roll of 
bishop Swinfield that many of the provisions used by t he household were 
suppl ied from the demesnes of the bi s hop's manors , his fishponds, 
doveco t s , gardens , weirs or rivers . Excess produce could be sold • 
Notices of leases were rare in the first half of the fourteenth century 
and usually refer to burgages r ather than demesne, but from the 
episcopate of Trefnant on they became more common . Trefnant , with the 
1. Reg . Trillek , 5, 15 . 
2 . Reg . Trefnant, 6 . 
3 . Reg . !llascail, 4 . 
4 . Tax . 168 . 
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consent of the dean and chapter leased out part of the land surrounding 
the bishop's house at Montalt in London for sixty years for the erection 
1 2 
of another house there, as well!as land in Hereford and Prestbury. 
Similar~y under bishop Lacy there were a number of leases granted 
although it is impossible to say whether this was demesne or renewal 
of existing leases. 3 Lacy was also responsible for the lease of a new 
mill at Ross and arranged for the releasing and rebuilding of mills at 
Lugg bridge destroyed by floods. 4 
Many of the grants of leases made by bishop Spofford were clearly 
rene~ls of existing leases but a new feature was the granting to a 
~ -
Thomas 1horpe, one of the king's remembrancers, of the bishop's house·~ 
at Montalt. ihe lease was to run for the bishop's life or his tenure 
of the see and no rent was mentioned but Thorpe agreed to put and keep 
the house in good repair and undertake all responsibilities connected 
with it. He was also to surrender the house whenever the bishop came 
to London for as long as the bishop required and permanently keep one 
roomand stabling for three horses available for any of the bishop's , 
household who were sent to London. 5 This lease represents a new attixude 
on the part of the bishops of Hereford and one that was to be fol~owed 
at other little used residences during the century. Just as in 1356 
it had been decided to maintain only a certain number of houses in 
good repair so now expenses were further cut by leasing out little 
used r.nes as a way of keeping them in good condition at little or no 
expense. Spofford also leased the demesne(aominium) at Walford to 
1. Reg. Trefaant , 163. 
2. Ibid. 150, 159. 
3. Reg. Lacy, 25, 26, 88, 90, 94. 
4. Ibid. 28, 42. 
5. Reg. ~pofford,-279. 
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.John Chaumbir, described as a relative and a praiseworthy servant, 
for life. 1 The terms of the grant again suggest th~t this was unusual, 
but again it was a pointer to the future. Mayew and Booth were both 
very concerned with the efficient maintainance of their estates and 
both recorded a considerable number of leases. At the beginning of 
Mayew's register there is confirmation of a number of leases, granted 
by the previous incumbent, Adrian de Castello, of the episcopal manors 
of Sugwas, Bosbury and Whitbourne, 2 three of the principal residences 
of the bishops. In 1508 Mayew rationalised his administration of Bromyard 
by leasing for twenty-nine years the site, market tolls and other 
pro~its, two shops and a croft in return for a fixed rent of 66s 8d 
annually. 3 In 1516 he followed this up by a g rant of the tolls from 
the markets and fairs at Bishop's Castle in return for a fixed rent 
4 
of £10. In 1523 Booth renewed the lease at Bromyard at the same rent 
for a further twenty-nine years. 5 In 1529 the demesne lands at Bosbury 
were leased to a John J ohnson , 6 and in 1530 the lands and manor at 
Shelwick to Richard Warmecombe. 7 1531 saw a spate of new leases of 
the bishop's manor and lands, including demesne lands, at Sevenhampton, 
Pre stbury , Tupsley, Hampton Bi shop , Whitbourne and Barton. 8 In 1532 
Sugwas and Eastnor followed suit, and in 1534 the lease on Bosbury 
was r enewed. 9 At \'Jhi tbourne a speci al clause was inserted so that the 
1. Reg . Spofford , 246 . 
2. Reg. l•layew, 6 , 8 , 10. 
3 . Ibid. 73 . 
4 . Ibid. 227 . 
5. Reg. Booth, 144. 
6. Ibid. 206. 
7. Ibi d . 240. 
8 . Ibid. 255 , 254 , 259 , 260 , 261. 
9 . Ibid. 264, 282 , 288 . 
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bishop, if he wished to live there, couid have the site of the manor 
with all thtbuildings, garden and orchard, and as many meadows and 
pastures as he wished, for the same annual rent as he was paid, with 
the exception of a barn and a copse; a similar arrangement was made 
with Sugwas. At Prestbury the manor house, stables, granaries and 
other offices necessary for the bishop's household were excepted 
from the lease. By the time the commissioners for the Valor Ecclesi-
asticus carried out their investigations most of the bishop's lands 
were farmed by tenants, and at only a few manors was there any record 
1 
of the value of the produce. 
A major problem was that of ensuring that the temporalities 
were not wasted by any bishop, and that the buildings, moveable 
possessions and animals were handed on intact to the next incumbent. 
This question of dilapidations was one that every bishop moved to 
settle quickly with the exec,ltors of his predecessor if possible, 
but sometimes the issue could cause prolonged lawsuits. When Thomas 
Charlton became bishop in 1327 the temporalities of Hereford were in 
poor condition, mainly because of their confiscation by the king 
between 1324 and 1326. Orleton was unable to effect repairs and ge t 
out of debt before his translation to Worcester in 1327 . Although he 
was freed of responsibility for dilapidations that were no fault of 
his by the pope, nevertheless he attempted to raise 500 marks from 
the sale of his goods to pass on to Charlton as the standard payment 
for stock that was to be l eft by each bishop to his successor. 2 The 
1. V.E. III 1-4; at Bromyar d produce of the manor was valued at 
20s , a t Hampton at £10 9s 8d, at Bosbury 14s 4d, at Cradley 
2s Od , at Col wal l and Coddington £10 14s 1d, at Ledbury £9 17s 10d, 
at Upton Bishop 8s , at Ross £6 14s 4d, at Wal ford 2s , at 
Prestbury (including the park) £20 lls 2d, at Sevenhampton 26s 8d, 
at Astwood 3s 4d , and at Sadl ey 12s . 
2 . R.M . Ha ines, op.cit. 53- 55. 
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temporalities evidently passed smoothly from Charlton to Trillek, but 
Trillek's executors were involved in a prolonged argument with his 
successor Lewis Charlton . The details are not known, but only in 
February 1364 was an acquittance for dilapidations gi ven to the ~-· 
executors of Trillek 's estate·; on a payment of £345 1s 5d a previously 
imposed sequestration on his estate was relaxed. 1 This was not t he 
end of Charlton 's problems, as the king demanded from him the payment 
of a tenth due from the bishop's estates for the year of Trillek's 
death. Eventually at the exchequer Charlton was able to demonstrate 
that the payment was properly payable by Trillek, 2 but in 1366 the 
question was still not settled as the ki ng requested the bishop to 
collect the arrears from the executors, by sequestration if necessary. 3 
As might be expected, Trefnant was very careful of his rights in 
this matter , and i nc luded in his register a mandate of the archbishop 
of Canterbury to the precentor and a canon of Hereford to make 
inquiries concerning the dilapidations of the episcopal •states, as 
Trefnant had complained of the poor state of repair of many of the 
buildings , and was demanding that Gilbert repair them. 4 Trefnant's 
successor , Mascall, was also not satisfied with the conditions of his 
possessions when he received them, and appointedbommissioners to treat 
I 
with Trefnant's executors concerning necessary repairs to buildings 
and wastage in the woodlands, 5 but there is no record of the outcome. 
On Lacy's accession a commission was again appointed by the archbishop 
of Canterbury to inquire into what were described as noteworthy and 
1. Reg. L.Charlton, 11-12. 
2. Ibid. 39-40. 
3. Ibid. 38. 
4. Reg • . Trefnant, 8. 
5. Reg. Mascall, 4. 
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extensive defects in all kinds of buildings. 1 There seems to have been 
no claims for dilapidat i ons a t the beginning of Spofford's episcopate 
and he took precautions at the end of it, obta ining from t he pope a bul l 
freeing h i m from all claims for dilapidations since he had spent more 
than 2800 marks on building during his episcopate. 2 Nothing further i s 
mentioned about dilap i dations until the death of ~1ayew, when there was 
an acknowledgement by his successor, Booth, that he had received 500 
marks from Mayew ' s executors for the stock of the bishop of Hereford, 
and he gave an acquittance for dilapidat i ons. 3 
If the bishops were at a disadvantage over secular landowners 
concerning the administration of their property , they had a distinct 
advantage when it came to acting against trespassers, poachers and other 
violators of t heir lands and rights, since they could use not only the 
secular courts but also their spiritual powers. Since the bishops 
were God's agent in his di ocese , it followed that his l ands were also 
held i n trust, and that anyone trespassing or acting against the bishop 
was commiting a sin against the church, and thus liable to spiritual 
penalties culminating in excommunication. The effectiveness of this 
weapon may be doubted as the frequency of its use must have lessened its 
power, but for those remaining contumacious excommunication was backed 
up by royal intervention and imprisonment in the king's prisons. This 
weapon most frequently used against unknown offenders, where the 
sentence of excommunication was published from the pulpit, and its 
1. Reg. Lacy, 96 (Register of Edmund Ruyhall, vicar-general 1417-18) 
"quamplures defectus notabiles et enormes". 
2. Reg. Spofford, intra. x. 
3. This document is printed at the end of the introduction of 
Mayew's register, where the sum is given as 50 marks, but it 
is printed again in Booth's register (23) where the sum is 
given as 500 marks. As this is the sum customarily left for 
this purpose I have accepted the latter sum. 
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severity hopefully compelled the offenders to reveal themselves and 
seek absolution and penance from the bishop. In this way Trillek in 
1346 issued a mandate to the dean of Ross to pronounce sentence of 
excommunication in every church in the deanery against offenders who 
had cut down and were still cutting down the bishop's woods at Ross and 
Uptan. 1 Similarly Trillek used the potential threat of excommunication 
against any who might be tempted to infringe the bishop's liberties 
at his yearly fair at Hereford. 2 This weapon was also used against 
known offenders; in 1346 a cleric, Thomas Goldhull was threatened with 
excommunication for hunting the bishop's lands. 3 However this was not 
just a case of trespass, but a more serious one of the rights of the 
church, as Goldhull claimed that the bishop and the church had no warren 
there. Similarly penance by John Forrester of Ledbury, convicted of 
taking game i n the bishop's warren, and the absolution of William, son 
of Sir Roger Corbet, after breaking into the bishop's palace and carrying 
off the bishop's janitor, imply that the weapon of excommunication had 
be d . t th 4 Trillek did not invariably use this penalty for en use aga~ns em. 
such cases; in 1354· there are details of a series of cases before the 
King's Bench between Trillek and Walter Moton, who was accused of 
cutting down the bishop's trees, stealing game etc. It was eventually 
revealed that Moton was the bishop's bailiff and receiver at Ross, and 
the case was basically about Moton's accountability to the bishop. 5 In 
1354 ho~ver, the king commissioned a jury to hear complaints of the 
bishop's tenants in Cradley, Bosbury and Colwall. 6 For once details of 
1 . Reg. Trillek, 33-34. 
2. Ibid. 36. 
3. Ibid. 85. 
4. Ibid. 83, 181. 
5. Ibid. 197-207. 
6. Ibid. 207. 
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the settlement are gi ven , the accused submitted to the bishop without 
a trial, but such details are rare. 
Gilbert also used the weapon of excommunication, once again against 
unknown despoilers of his woods at Ross 1 ordering the s entence to be 
published throughout the deaneries of Ross and Forest. Trefnant also 
was very careful of his rights in this respect as in others and in 
September 1389 , even before he had offic ially been granted the 
temporalities he is s ued a letter of excommunicati on against any who 
defrauded .the see of Hereford or its cathedral of any possessions or 
titles deeds. 2 They were given ten days in which to repent and identify 
themselves by appearing in the nave of the church otherwise excommunication 
would be pronou~ced within fifteen days. In 1393 he brought in the 
archbishop of Canterbury for greater effect, a letter of excommunication 
against trespassers who had killed deer in the bishop's park at 
Pres bury. 3 Mas call appears to have used these tactics only once, in 
1416, when the archdeacon of Salop and the clergy there were ordered to 
gi ve'notice of the excommunication of unknown persons who had driven off 
I 
cattle from the demesne of Bishop's Castle. 4 The use of excommunication 
in this way seems to have fallen into disuse after t his for there ls 
only one other example of its use in the fifteenth century, in Stanbury's 
episcopate, in 1464 when the bishop isssued a mandate to the vicar of 
Ross to warn the despoilers of the bishop's timber in Teddyswood to make 
compensation within fifteen days or be excommunicated. 5 However it was 
revived by bishop Booth and two examples appear during his eptscopate; 
1. Reg. Gilbert, 39-40. 
2. Reg. Trefnant, 9. 
3. Ibid. 21. 
4. ~leg. Mas call, 91. 
5. Reg. Stanbury 87. 
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· in 1521 unknown vandals who broke down the fences and gates of the 
bishop's meadow 'Old Churchl~ore' , 1 were excommunicated and in 1523 
amther mandate to local clergy was i ssued to threaten with excommunic.,.~ 
ation those who had taken hawks from Bishopswood Chase unless 
satisfaction was made within fifteen days. 2 For known offenders Booth 
preferred the royal courts. 3 Excommunicati$n was of course not confi ned 
to despoilers of the bishop's lands but could be, .and frequently was , 
used against despoilers of the lands and possessions belonging to the 
church generall y if such intrusions were brought to the bishop's notice . 
Very little is known about the bishop's relationship with other 
landowners in the diocese as the registers only record formai details, 
and few exist elsewhere. It i s clear from details of leases though that 
a number of the gentry held lands of the bishop, especially in the 
latter part of the period when lands were being leased more extensively. 
Local names appear frquently , and many of them such as Skydemore(Scudamore) 
Baskerville and Cornwaille can be identified with prominent local gentry 
families. The admanistration of the bishop's l ands was usually entrusted 
to secular stewards, receivers and constables , and appointments to these 
positions were usually made from local families , and often more 
important positions were granted to local gentry, an important source 
of support and patronage. The most important post was that of chief 
steward , a largely honorary post which was usually given to a prominent 
local magnate. In 1522 bishop Booth appointed Sir Walter Devereux, the 
earl of Worcester and Henry Devereux jointly to the position . 4 At the 
1. Reg. Booth, 114. 
2 . Ibid. "140. 
3 . Ibid. 45 (pleadings in the bishop's case against William Rudhall 
in the Star Chamber that Rudhall stole timber to enclose land of 
the bishop to (arm a manor of his own); Ibid. 81 (eharge of 
obstructing the bishop's water by the erection of a mill). 
4. Reg. Booth, 134. 
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time of the Valor Ecclesiasticus it was held by Sir Walter Devereux 
and lord Ferrars. 1 In 1509 the post had been granted to ~Sir Charles 
Somerset and John Breynton2 and bishop Mascall had appointed William 
Walewayn. 3 Spofford's choice in 1445 was John Barre. 4 All of these 
were respected local names. Also during Booth's episcopate William 
Croft was appointed as steward of Bishop's Castle, 5 one of several 
members of the Croft family to hold such positions. Edward Croft had 
been steward of Bishop's Castle in 15096 and bishop Audley had granted 
Sir Richard Croft the wardenship of the bishop's chase at Malvern. 7 
The Devereux family were also associated with the see over several 
epicopates. As noted above two members of the family were chief stewards 
during the time of bishop Booth; under Myllyng Sir John Devereux had 
been itinerant Bailiff and another Sir Walter Devereux had been warden 
of Malvern Chase under Stanbury while John Devereux was bailiff of the 
bishop's temporalities then.g 
Like other landholders the bishops of Hereford were entitled to the 
wardship of lands and persons of minors inheriting la~Js held of them. 
Bishop Swinfield's household roll makes it clear thatthese wards, when 
old enough, were taken into the bishop's household, and among Swinfield's 
expenses were included the cost of maintaining two such boys at Oxford. 9 
As similar domestic details do not exist for the other bishops there is 
1. V.E. III 36. 
2. Reg. Mayew, 90. 
3. Reg. Mascall, 82 
4. Reg. Spofford, 259. 
5. Reg. Booth, 31. 
6. Reg. Mayew, 90. 
7. Ibid. 78. 
8. Reg. Myllyng, 77; Reg. Stanbury, 46, 110. 
9. Household Roll o! bishop Swin!ield, xxxii. 
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· no way of telling whether t his continued during the next two centuri es . 
However i n 1429 bishop Spofford made John Bromptre guardian of two 
female wards, J uliana and Agnes Bromptre, no doubt relatives. 1 Ther e 
was obviously no suitable pl ace in the bishop 's household for g irls, 
but in 1475 Myllyng granted to Thomas Breynton, his sub-steward, the 
wardship and marriage of the heir of Hugh Amondesham, his late tenant . 2 
Similarly Mayew g r anted the wardship of Humphrey, the son and heir of 
John Walcott, to Humphrey Saunford in 1508 , and the wardship of Ralph, 
a nd heir of Roger Norwood to Henry Knight in 1516 . 3 Bishop Booth sr.n 
continued this t rend by gr anting the wardship of Roger , son and heir of 
Edward Acton, to John Acton in 1517 for £20, and the wardship of three 
daughters of Walter Hacluit to Ralph Shel don in 1527 . 4 It may well be 
that by this stage the bishops found it more convenient to dispose of 
these wardships than t o administer them themselves. 
The bishop's relations with the king as landholder are rather better 
documented. The king of course held the temporalities of the see during 
a vacancy or confiscation and he was also able to use the bishop of 
Hereford as he used other landholders in the Welsh March to rally 
support when necessary , with the added bonus of his spiritua l influence 
and powers. In 1335 Edward III asked Thomas Charlton to procure the 
p·rayers of the clergy and people of the diocese for success against the 
Scots5 and more practically to secure the loyalty of the Welsh people 
in the border districts and act against disturbers of the peace by 
ecclesiatical and other censures. 6 A further letter from the king 
1. Reg. Spofford, 116. 
2 . Reg. Myllyng, 87. 
3. Reg. Mayew, 81, 221. 
4. Reg. Booth, 32, 197. 
5. Reg. T. Charlton, 58. 
6. Ibid. 59. 
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requested the bishop to 
take measures in concert with the leading men among the laity to meet 
the danger of a theatened uprising of the Welsh. 1 No doubt Charlton's 
family connexions were as important in this as his spiritual position. 
Reminders that the b i shops of Hereford held lands of the king by 
knight service come from bi shop Trillek 1 s register, where there is a 
mandate from the king ordering the bishop to provi de twenty Welshmen, 
archers and lancemen, from Bishop 1 s Castle to join his expedition t•:" 
France. 2 In 1382 in another crisis bishop Glibert was appointed one 
of the commisioners of the peace for Hereford , with instructions to 
imprison and punish any rebels , if necessary using the Posse comitatus. 3 
At the beginning of the sixteenth century the bishop of Hereford was 
again appointed one of the commissioners of the peace for the county of 
Hereford, and directed firstly to repress crime and keep the peace while 
the king was abroad , and secondly to make a return of the men and arms 
available for the war. 4 In 1520 Booth was summoned to attend the queen 
with thirty servants and ten horses at the field of the Cloth of Gold . 5 At 
all the times of crisis or celebration the bishop of Hereford , along 
with other bishops, was asked to give moral support in the form of 
prayers and processions throughout the diocese. 6 
More practical help was also required i n the form of money, either 
loans from the bishop in person , or assistance i n approaching others 
in the county to lend money to the king. In 1348 Trillek l ent the king 
£48 towards his heavy expenses , but earlier had been forced to refuse 
1 . Reg • . T. Charlton , 59. 
2 . Reg. Trillek , 241. In fact as the next entry shows the execution 
of this writ was postponed indefinitely. 
3 . C.P.R . 1381-5, 138 . 
4. Reg. Mayew, 175 , 8 . 
5 . Reg . Booth, 71 . 
6. See chapter 6 . 
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a request for a loan of 300 marks, as h e could not raise the money . 1 
Tril l ek was also unsuccessful in per suading the clergy to part with 
thei r money when the king requested hi m to persuade the clergy to pay 
their tenth in adva nce. 2 Nor were Edward III's successors any slower 
to exploit the available financial resources . John Gilbert was able 
to lend Richard II £100 in 1386, and John Trefnant 100 marks a few 
years later . 3 Similarly Robert Mascall lent Henry V £100 in 1415 
in prepar a tion for hidinvasion of France, and earlier in his episcopate 
I 
had been one of the commissioners appointed by the king to borrow money 
on security of taxes not yet collected. 4 However during Henry VI's 
reign the financial crisis became far greater, and besides lending his 
own money in ever increasing amounts , bishop Spofford was required to 
act with lay commissioners in raising loans from the clergy and gentry 
of the diocese, not a lways with great success. I n 1426 despite 
persistent royal letters the bishop was forced to admit defeat. Even 
after holding a conference at Leominster of the more prominent clergy, 
no money could be raised. 5 In 1428 the bishop, along with influential 
laymen, was commissioned ag ain to raise loans from gentry and clergy, 6 
and again in 1434, 1436, 1439, 1440, 1442, and 1446 . 7 
Some of the bishops of Hereford were also used on judicial 
commissions of oyer and terminer and commissions of the peace if they 
were normally resident in the diocese, although there is no proof 
1. Reg. Trillek, 135, C.P.R. 1346-7, 343; Reg. Trillek, 262. 
2 . Ibid. 267 , 227 , 294. 
3. C.P.R. 1385-8, 226; 1396-9, 345. 
4. C.P.R. 1413-16, 338; Reg.Mascall, intra. ii. 
5. Reg. Spofford, 95-96. 
6. C.P.R. 1422-9, 481 
7. C.P.R. 1430-36, 353; 1437-41, 249, 504; 1441-8, 61, 486. 
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that they personally sat on these commissions . 1 Another task regularly 
entrusted to them was the administering of th~:: oath to -the incoming 
sheriffs and escheators of Hereford. 2 In 1406 Mascall was appointed 
commissioner in the counties of Gloucestershire and Hereford to enquire 
into cases of peculation by the king's ministers. 3 
All these tasks could be time-consuming, and could divert the 
bishop from his role within the church. They were, however, of a local 
character, and did not require the bishop to be absent from his diocese. 
Other duties required by the king could mean prolonged absence. The 
most universal one was of attendance at parliament. It had e~ly been 
established that all English and Welsh bishops were entitled to a writ 
of summons to parliament. If all summonses to parliament and convocation, 
which was usually held at the same time, had been obeyed, then most of 
the bishops of Hereford would have spent most of their time in London. 
J.S.Roskell4 has pointed out that in the fourteenth century parliament 
was summoned to meet an average of every eleven months, and although in 
the fifteenth century parliaments were only s~oned with half the frequency 
more of them were prolonged, so that little overall difference occurred 
in the total time consumed. Absence from parliament was not taken lightly, 
and each bishop, if he wished to avoid this onerous duty, had to provide 
a convincing excuse and usually to appoint a proxy, often another bishop. 
1. C.P.R. 1381-5, 138. Thomas Spofford was named in the commissions 
of the peace for Hereford, May 1431, Oct.1432, Nov.1432, Jan.1433, 
Nov. 1435; John Stanbury in Nov.1456, Nov.1457, Dec.1457, June 
1458, Nov. 1458, April 1459, June 1460, and for Gloucestershire 
in Sept. 1457. 
2. Reg. Tri1lek, 348, 366; Reg. Mascall, 71; Reg. Spofford, 289; 
Reg. Myllyng, 132; Reg. Mayew, 175; Reg. Booth, 71, 168. 
3. Reg. Mascall, intra. ii. 
4. J.S.Roskell, 'The Problem of Attendance of the Lords in Medieval 
Parliament' B.I.H.R. 29 (1956), 153-204. 
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Several of t he l onges t s erving bi shops of Hereford rarely attended 
parli ament, us ually making ill-health their excuse. One such was J ohn 
Trill ek . He was s umm oned to the convocation and parliament of J une 1344, 
even t hough he was not ye t consecrated, as the Electus confirmatus of 
Hereford, 1 and even though he appointed a proxy, William de Edyngton, 
to re pr e sent him as he was prevented by 'lawful reasons ' from attending , 2 
he was one of the few bishops present at convocation and for part of the 
parliament at least, according to Roskell. 3 In 1346 Trillek excused 
himself from attending the council of the Province in May on the 
somewhat unusual grounds of being unable to find enough horses for the 
journey, because of disease among his horses and lack of money to buy 
more.
4 Nevertheless he did attend parliament in September 1346. 5 In 
1348 Trillek was excused by the king from attending parliament for 
certain leg itimate reasons, 6 and in 1351 the bishop made ill-health 
his excuse for not attending parliament or convocation. There were 
further summonses in 1352, 1353 , 1354, 1356, 1357 and 1360, but no 
evidence to show that he attended. 7 Bishop Spofford also made ill-
health his excuse for not attending parliament in 1424. 8 It was not 
1. Reg. Trillek, 6, 12. 
2. Ibid. 6. 
3. Haskell, loc.cit. 167. However, in a response dated 29th April 
to the summons to attend the meeting, the bishop promises to obey 
it (Reg. Trillek, 271). Although Trillek was at Whitbourne on 
30th April and Prestbury on May 15th there is no evidence of his 
whereabouts between these dates. 
4. Reg. Trillek, 15. 
5. Roskell, loc.cit. 168. From his register it appears that he was at 
Finsbury just outside London in the latter half of September 1346. 
6. Reg. Trillek, 127. 
7. Reg. Trillek, 337, 340, 341, 348, 351, 355, 369. 
8. Reg. Spofford, 48. He was suffering tertian fever. 
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used again, but frequently he empl oyed proctors to represent him 
at convocation or parliament, 1 so that it may be assume~ that he was 
rarely if ever present in person . Roskell has also pointed out for 
this period that usually only half of the bishops were present a t 
parliament, and that these were customarily the same people, also 
members of the royal council . 2 Bishop Mayew had more reason than most, 
on account of his age, to avoid travelling to London for parliament and 
convocation, but it was only after 1512 that he received permission 
to absent himself from both, 3 and thereafter he appointed proctors 
to represent him. 4 From what we know of bishop Booth' s activities, 
it seems probable that before 1523 he attended parliament when summoned; 
he was quite frequently in London, and in 1519 he put off his primary 
visitation in order to attend a council of the bishops at Westminster. 5 
However, in 1523 he was granted permission to absent himself because 
of sickness, and he also appointed proctors to represent him in convocation. 6 
In 1533 he again appointed proctors because of ill-health, 7 but there is 
no evidence for the intervening period. 
Other bishops were more conscientious about their parliamentary 
duties especially if they were already involved in government business. 
Thomas Charlton, although frequently abroad on the king's business, 
probably attended parliament where possible, - in 1329 as treasurer he 
was one of those who were to reopen parliament in the king's name. 8 
1. Reg. Spofford, 53, 86 , 201, 218. 
2. Roskell, loc.cit., 184-7. 
3. Reg. Mayew, 146, 209, 210. 
4. Ibid. 146, 204, 209. 
5. Reg. Booth, 65. 
6. Ibid. 139, 140. 
7. Ibid. 267. 
8. C.P.R. 1327-30, 381. 
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John Gilbert, like Charlton, was t oo i nvolved in government affairs 
not to attend parliament, and in particular he was a member of the 
committee of Lords appointed to advise the Commons in the first parlia-
ment of Richard II , and also a member of the parliamentary committee 
appointed to make a thorough inves tigation of the realm in 1380 . 1 
Lewis Charlton, although not otherwise active in the king's service , 
attended parliament regularly, as his appointment as a trier of petitions 
in 1362, 1363 , 1364- 5 , 1366 and 1368 shows. 2 Robert Mascall also was a 
regular attender at parliament, who was appointed a trier of petitions 
in the parliaments of 1407, 1414 and 1415. 3 As John Stanbury was a member 
of Henry VI's council and spent most of his time with the king, it 
would be reasonable to suppose that he also was a regular attender at 
parliament while Henry VI was on the throne. He was certainly present 
in the parliament of 1459, when all but three of the bishops took the 
oath of allegiance to Henry VI and his heir , 4 and the first session of 
the first parliament of 1461. 5 His movements after this are uncertain. 
His successor, Thomas Myllyng, was also a member of the king 's council, 
and a regular attender of parliament under both the Yorkists and Henry 
VII. He was also a trier of petitions in 1482 and 1491. 6 
As has been seen in chapter 1, service to the king, either 
personally or to his government, was almost a prerequisite for promotion 
to a bishopric, and after their-_promotion very few bishops were allowed 
to withdraw entirely from the service of their country. If very few of 
the bishops of Hereford occupied the major offices of state during-
1. Emden (6xford), 765. 
2. Emden (Oxford), 391. 
3. Emden (Oxford), 1239. 
4. Roskell, loc.cit. 195. 
s. Ibid. 197. 
6. Emden (Oxford), 1282-3. 
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their tenure of the see , so too were very few of them never employed 
by the king on comm i ss i ons , diplomatic missions or s imilar public duties. 
John Trillek, however, s eems to avoided such dut i es . Nowhere in his 
register or in the patent rolls i s there any indic at ion that he t ook 
part in any public business outside his di ocese . His life seems to 
have been devoted to his uncle, Adam of Orleton , and then to his diocese. 
Thomas Spofford, too, played little part in the government of England 
before his promotion , but he had se rved his country through participation 
in the Conciliar movement. This ceased on his promotion , and he too 
rema ined within his diocese attending to its r eform, but the king did 
employ him extensivel y at local level as has been seen . -above. 1 In 
this, as in other aspects of his episcopate, Mayew's age presented a 
certain barrier. He had certainly been very active on royal business 
before his promotion to Hereford, but this promotion was more a reward 
for services rendered t han in expectation of future services, and after 
his retirement from Magdalen College r~layew pl ayed little part in extra-
diocesan affairs. Booth , like Trillek , had ri sen to prominence in the 
service of the church rather than the state , and, as a supporter of 
Catherine of Aragon, 2 the 1520s saw his retirement to his diocese and 
his withdrawal from the increasingly dangerous political scene. 
John Trefnant had little experience of royal service, but his 
experience as a papal lawyer was too important to waste, and he was 
employed on a number of legal commissions . In 1390 he was appointed to a 
commission to look into piracy between English and Prussian ships . 3 
The same year he was one of those appointed to look at another legal 
1. p.100~ 
2 . He was one of the three bishops attending on Catherine at the 
Field of the Cloth of Gold , and he had been present at the 
consecration of her confessor as bishop of Llandaff. 
3. C.P.R. 1388-91, 306. 
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dispute , an appeal between Louis de Sancerre, the marshal of France, 
and Sir tilat thw de Gournay. 1 Similar commissions followed in 1393 and 1394 . 2 
Al so in 1394 he went abroad on business for the state, 3 but the details 
remain unknown; in 1401 he was a t Cal ai s for the restoration of Queen 
Isabella. 4 Robert tt1ascall, as the kine 's confessor , had be en frequently 
employed on business of the state , and after his promotion this employment 
continued. His activities in parliament and at local level have already 
been noted, and his importance as a trusted royal servant in the unstable 
border a rea must be stressed. John Stanbury had also been t he king 's 
confessor before promotion, and like Mascall he remained in the king 's 
f avour and was employed afterwards . He was a member of the king 's council 
and a regular attender at council meetings while Henry VI was on t he 
5 throne. I n 1456 he was appointed to the infant Prince of Wales' 
"1 6 counc~ , but he remained as chaplain and confessor to the king , in 
constant attendance on him, even to being present with the king at the 
battle of Northampton in 1460. 7 Only with the change of dynasty did 
his government service come to an end, allowing time for his episcopal 
duties . Stanbury's successor, Myllyng, was also much employed in royal 
business. He too was a member of the king's council , and durinz the 
early years of his episcopate he was chancellor to the infant Prince 
Edward and a member of the council for the administration of the 
principality of Wales, the duchy of Cornwall and the county of Chester 
based at Ludlow . 8 In 1460 he was a member of a mission to Louis XI 
1. C.P.R . 1388- 91, 242 . 
2 . C.P . R. 1392-5, 306 , 390 . 
3. Reg. Trefnant, intra. 
4 . Emden (Oxford), 1900. 
5. Reg . Stanbury, intra. 
6 . C.P.R. 1452-60, 359. 
7 . Emden (Oxford), 1755. 
a. Ibid. 1282-3. 
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and in 1487 an envoy to the noman Curia . 1 
Although these bishops di d not hold any of the i mportant offices of 
state , they nevertheless were trusted royal servant s , and as such i n 
almost constant employment. Two bishops of Hereford, Thomas Charlton 
and John Gilbert, stand apart from this pattern in that t hey bot h held 
important offices of state during the tenure of their see. Thomas 
Charlton's support for Edward II had l os t him earlier chances of 
promotion, and he had been involved in state affairs for many years 
before becoming bishop of Hereford in 1327. Shortly after his promotion 
he was appointed Treasurer of the Exchequer in May 1328 . 2 Although 
he only held this office for a little over a year , he nevertheless 
continued to be a trusted royal servant, and in July 1337 he was 
appointed chancellor of Ireland, 3 and in 1338 replaced his brother as 
Keeper of Ireland until March 1340. 4 Glibert, one of the few bi shops 
to be translated to Hereford from another see, also had considerable 
experience of royal service. He had served on numerous missions abroad, 
and continued to be employed thus. In 1376 he was sent to Bruges for 
peace negotiations, and in 1379 to Scotland for the same purpose . 5 In 
1380-81 he went to Flanders over Richard II's marriage to Anne of Bohemia 
and in 1382 to Calais for peace negotiations with France, and once again 
to Calais in 1385 for the same reason. 6 At home he was an executor of 
the will of Edward III and the Black Prince, and Chancellor of Ireland 
briefly in April-May 1380. 7 The high point of his career, however, came 
1. Emden (Oxford), 1282-3. 
2. C.P.R. 1327-30, 303. 
3. C.P.R. 1334-8, 477. 
4. C.P.R. 1338-46, 80. 
5. Emden (Oxford), 765-6 . 
6. Ibid. 
7. C.P.R. 1377-81, 459. 
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in 1386 when Richard II began his pers onal rule, and appointed Gilbert 
as Treasurer, which office he continued to hold after Rtchard's backdown 
until 1389 when the king resume d the rein~ of government. 1 
Both Gilbert and Charlton were compelled to be absent f or ex tended 
periods from their sees. In this way they conform to the accepted 
pattern of medieval prelates. !•lost of the bishops of Hereford , however, 
do not fit t his pattern. Although .they could not escape completely 
from the pressures of royal service, it was usually flexible enough f or 
them to s pend time in their diocese if they wished. And most of them 
did so wish. On the whole diocesan affairs were attended to conscient-
iously, and, with the same sense of duty, the bishops attended to their 
estates and financial affairs. Where they could not attend to things 
in person, they made sure that deputies were appointed to act in t heir 
place. Such reforms as they did attempt fitted the already establish ed 
framework. They did not question their position or the numerous roles 
which they were called upon to fulfil. Over two hundred years their 
attitude to the church and its wider role in the state changed very 
little. They recognised the probl ems, but they relied upon the old 
answers rather than rethinking their role . 
1. Reg. Gilbert, intro. ii; C.P . R. 1385-8, 367; 1389-91 , 37 . 
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CHAPTER THREE _ 
THE DEAN AND CHAPTER OF HEREFORD 
Although the bishop was pre-eminent throughout most of his diocese 
as spiritual leader , judge and t empora l lord, his authority was 
weakest at the very heart of his s_ee - his cathedral and close. It has 
already _ been remarked that the bishop's palace in the cathedral close 
was one of t he least used of his res idences and that the bishop's 
appearances in his cathedral were customarily limited to the major 
festi~als, ordinations and occasional formal sittings of the chapter. 
The primary reason for this was that, by the fourteenth century , control 
of the cathedral, its services, maintenance and personnel, and the close 
and the immediate area of the c ity under its jurisdiction had passed from 
the bishop to the dean and chapter. The chapter had originally formed 
the bishop's familia and as a survival of this the bishop still retained 
the right to collate to all dignities(except the deanery which was 
elective), canonries and prebends within the cathedral. However as the 
-church had emerged as a separate corporation under its own head, the 
~ 
dean, ~ had the same ordinary jurisdiction over the cathedral close, 
city and certain other areas as the bishop had over the rest of the 
diocese. 1 For the most part the bishop's authority in these areas was 
limited to the supervisory role he played in relation to the religious 
houses of the diocese. This situation was not peculiar to the diocese of 
Hereford but was similar to that in all secular cathedrals of England 
as were the problems caused by this relationship. 
1. K.Edwards, English Secular Cathedrals in the Middle Ages, 
Manchester 1949. The introduction gives a good account of the early 
development of the cathedral chapter. See also A. Bannister, The 
Cathedral Church of Hereford, London 1924, Chapters 1 - 5. 
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By the beg inning of the fourteenth centur y the chapter at Herefor d 
was se t ·at twenty- eight prebends1 (the second smalles~ of al l the 
English secul ar cathedrals). ~h e abbots of Lyre and Cormeilles were 
also nominally canons of Hereford, having s tal l s in the choir and a 
place in t he chap t er but they had no part in elections or in the 
deliberations of the chapter nor did they share i n t he Commons . 2 
They were represented by vicars, and during the Hundred Years War 
the position of the alien abbots became increas i ngly tenous . By 1420 
the right to present to the choral vicarage of Cormeilles had passed 
to Fotheringay college 3 and presumably that of Lyre to Sheen priory 
as did the rest of its positions in the diocese. At the head of this 
corporation were the four dignitaries, the dean, the chancellor , the 
tre asurer and the precentor, who usually held prebends in addition to 
the incomes a ttached to the ir dignities. In the case of the dean this 
was a n ecessity as he only had a place in the chapter if he also h eld 
a prebend. Attempts by bishop Gilbert to annex the prebend of 
Bullinghope permanently to the deanery were annulled by his successor , 
Trefnant, causing such bad feeling that his offer to endow a new 
• prebend for the deanery was rejec ted , and ther~after the office of dean 
and the possession by its holder of a prebend of Hereford remained 
distinct. 4 
The extent of the jurisdiction belonging to the dean and chapter 
1. Bannister, op. cit. 61 . 
2. Consuetudines of Hereford Cathedral, in Bradshaw and Wordsworth eds. 
Statutes of Lincoln Cathedral, Cambridge 1892-7, vol. 2 , 61 . 
3. T~e abbot ·of type· had ' probably been constituted a canon by bishop 
John be Breton in1269 with the assent of the dean arid chapter in 
return for the grant of Shinfi~ld church to the bishop. The 
circumstance of the grant to Cormeilles are not known. (Bannister, 
op . cit. 133.) 
4. Reg. Gilbert, 97-8; Reg. Trefnant, 59-100. 
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consisted of the cathedr al and c l ose over which the dean had tempor a l 
as well as spiritual jurisdi c tion, and t he rural deanery of Hereford 
wh ich consisted of a gr oup of par i shes within and around the city of 
Hereford whic h was under the dean' s ecclesias tical control . 1 There 
were also other smal l peculiar s connected with other members of the 
chapter which were exempt from the bishop's contr ol; the chancellor 
had those of Little Hereford and Ashford Carbonell, t he prebendary 
of ~lore ton Magna had a like j urisdicti on in tha t parish . 2 In all these 
cases they had full power of ordinary jurisdiction; institution, 
depriwation , visitation, correc tion and excommunication, and like the 
bishop they usually carried out these duties through subordinates . 
In all these peculiars the bishop was the first line of ap peal and was 
able to act in cases of negligence . 
However the most direct influence a bishop had over the chapter 
was his right to colla t e to a ll dignities, canonries a nd prebends 
(with the excepti on of the deanery which was elective),t and 
throughout the period this was one of the most jealously guarded of 
the bishop's rights. However there were exceptions to this power which 
the bishop was forced to allow. Both the king and the pope , under 
cer.tQin circumstances, had the right to override him and during the 
fourteeth century at l east, both made strenous efforts to exercise 
these pWeL's. 
The king, along with a ll the other tempora lities, assumed t he 
bishop's right s to collate to a ll vacancies which occurred during the 
1. W.W. Capes, Some Notes on Old Hereford 'The ·Peculiars connected 
with the Dean and Chapter,' 3 . 
2. ' Ibid. 6. ' . 
3 . Consuetudines, 44. 
li 2 
vacancy of the see or while the temporalities were confiscated or in 
his hands . The royal need for patronage, especially during the reign 
Edward III ensured that these opportunities were fully utilised . In 
1344 after the death of Thomas Charlton t he king presented John de 
Offord, later chancellor of England and archbishop of Canterbur y 
elect ( he dieJ before consecration) , and t hen Robert de Wodhull to 
the prebend of Warham ; William de Kirkeby to ll!oreton .M~gn~, · william ·de 
Edington , Later treasurer, chancellor and bishop of Winchester, to 
Putson, and John de Charnele , a household clerk o~ long experience 
who commonly acted as deputy to the treasurer, to the chancel lorship 
of Hereford. 1 In 1361 the opportunities were even greater. Henry 
Snayt, Henry Bernyton and Hugh Heremyte were granted the precentorship 
in succession; 2 William de Wykeham,about to become Edward's closest 
advisor, keeper of the privy seal, chancellor and bishop of Winchester 
in succession to his patron Edington, ( and one of the greatest 
pluralists of his age), was granted Church Withington, William de 
Huntelow,Moreton PArva and Inkberrow, Robert de Wycheford~ Huntington , 
Thomas Brantingham,the unsuccessful candidate in 1369 for the bishopric 
of Hereford, tr~urer of the exchequer and bishop of Exeter, Ewithington 
and Richard de Ravenser Wellington. 3 Most important of all William de 
Ferriby was granted the deanery of Hereford, an office normally 
elective and not in the bishop's gift. 4 In 1369 another vaca~~Y of the 
see caused by the dtath of Lewis Charlton allowed Edward III to make 
even more grants; John de Sleford was granted Bullinghope (although 
this was later revoked), Thomas Hervey Moreton and Whaddon, Thomas de 
1. C.P.R. 1343-5, 199, 216, 225, 254, 339. 
2~ C.P.R. 1358-61, 566; 1361-4, 88, 108. 
3. C.P.R. 1361-4, 42, 46, 112, 52, 100, 103 . 
4. Ibid. 44. 
f 
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Lexham, about to become the vicar-general of Courtenay,Wellington, Roger 
de Otery, at last secure after a long dispute, Hunderton~ Thomas de 
Busshebury tftor eton Parva, Henry de Wakefield, later to become bishop 
of Worcester, Gorw~ll and Richard de la Mere, Hunderton . 1 these grants 
severely redu~ed the opportunities for the bishop to exercise his own 
patronage and in 1375 when there was yet another vacancy, even ' the king 
found fewer opportunities and only two royal grants were made, William 
de Aston was granted the prebend of Hunderton and Nicholas Hereford, 
later to become a follower of Wyclif, the chancellorship . 2 Edward III 
also used a temporary forfeiture of the temporalities of the see in 
1354 to grant William de Huntelowe the prebend of Huntington3 and four 
years earlier had granted John Gros the prebend of Withington Parva 
'by reason of the temporalities of the bishopric being in his hand 1 • 4 
Edward III also extended these powers retrospectively, probably 
in reponse to the widening of the powers of papal provision, 5 claiming 
that any such vacancies not filled by his predecessors now belonged to 
him. Hence in 1349 Edward III ordered bishop Trillek to admit Edmund 
de Gr&•mesby, a long standing royal servant, as his nominee to the 
prebend of Ewithington because the temporalities of the see had been in 
his father's hands during a vancancy in the episcopate of Adam de , 
Orletan . 6 He was admitted. A year later a ro¥~1 grant of the canonry and 
prebend of Hinton was made to William de Herlaston 'by reason of the 
1. 
2 . 
3 . 
4. 
5. 
6. 
C.P.R. 1367-70, 278, 251, 288, 294 , 300 , 332, 340; 1370-4, 21. 
C.P. R. 1374-7, 77, 216, 426. 
C.P.R. 1354-8, 105. 
C.P.R. 1350-4, 15. 
For detailed discussion see~. DeeJ~. ~Pap31 Provision and. Royal 
Rights of Patronage in the early fourteenth century', E.H.R. 43 
(1928). 
Reg. Trillek, 44. 
. 
~· 
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l ate voidance r)f the b ishopric of Herefor c ' . 1 (Tri l Lek had been bishop 
for s ix yen r s by thi s time) . 
Edwar d II I' s rei~n r eally mar ked t he u~per limit of r oyal power 
over episcopal pa tronage and thereafter the exercise 0f these p0wers 
g r adually d i minished (as indeed di d papal pr0vis i0ns ) alth0ugh Ri chard I I 
made g00d use of the 0nly vacancy a t lier ef0r d during hi s reien. On t he 
transla tion of John Gilbert in 1389 he gr anted the prebend of t·1oreton 
!.-lagna to John Prophet, the ar chdeaconry of Her efor d to Richar d Kingston, 
Withington Pa rva and Puts on l•la j or to John Godmanston, Pratum l.Jinus to 
John de Excestre , vi i t hington Parva to Ri chard Thurban, and Bartonsham 
to Reg inal d Br aybroke 2 (one of many such gr an ts) . However only one 
grant was made on the death of Trefna nt in 1404, the prebend of Hampton 
to Richard Dyer, but this occurred only afte r he had exchanged with the 
pr evi ous pr ebendary . 3 A further grant was made on the death of Mascall 
in 1416, a gran t to John Burre l of the 'prebend which William Pygon had '. 4 
This was the l as t royal grant f or which there is any evidence during t he 
fifteenth century and only one further gr ant appears in the period . In 
1516 , on the death of f\1ayew, Henry VIII gr anted the prebend of 
Bullinghope to William Bolton, a Carmelite and prior of St . Bartholemew's , 
Smithfield. 5 
The king was a l so able t o put indirect pressure on the bishop to 
collate his nominees and throughout the pe~i od a number of prebends, 
especially the wealthier ones, were filled by the king 's clerks . 
1. C.P.R. 1348- 50, 538. 
2. C.P.R. 1389- 92 , 87 , 92 , 11 5 , 013 , 11 3 , 144. 
3 . C.P.R. 1401-5, 415; Fasti, 26 . 
4. C.P.R. 1417-22, 59. Which prebend this is is uncertain. There i s no 
mention of this grant in the Fasti nor of William Pygon, but Burrel 
is noted as prebendary of Norton in 1418.(Fasti, 39) 
5. Letter and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, of the reign of Henry VIII 
eds. Brewer, Gairdner and ~odie, London 1862-1929. Vol. 2i no. 2140 . 
1 ' .... 
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Al t houbh ;;uch men were frequently nrm- ces i J en t pl ur ali s t s and in teres tea 
Ln their pr-ebt:nc! principally a:-; u ~ ourc;e of income , these r oyal 
nomi:1e es could be of use to tr.e chapter and t he bi s hop as were the 
rec i p i ents of r oyal {_;rants . They pr ov i c!ed friends at court or a t the 
universities or in t he legal system , and an avenue for influence , . 
~~itions or appea l s . John Prophet , a canon of Hereford and later dean, 
was a l so a prominent royal servant, clerk of the king 's household, 
clerk of t he privy seal, k ing ' s secretary , a member of the king ' s 
council under Henry I V and keeper of the privy seal. 1 Although from 
necess ity frequently absent from Hereford, he was a conscientious dean; 
one of the few records of decanal visitation, albeit by proxy , dates 
from his time2 and even after his res i gnation as dean he remained 
interested in their affairs. I n 1409 he was one of the a rbitrators 
agr eed on by the dean and chapter and the mayor and. citizens of Hereford 
in a dispute over their respective jurisdictions . 3 Three years earlier 
other non-res ident canons had rallied round when the mayor had appealed 
to the Prince of Wales over the same dispute . The matter was brought 
before a Great Counci l and bes ides the canons residenciary, several 
non-residents were present to plead the chapter ' s case includ~ng John 
Prophet, Richard Kings ton, the dean of Windsor and prebendary of 
Bullinghope and Richard Dyer , the prebendary of Ewithington , all roya l 
4 grantees . 
Other royal appointees played their part in diocesan affairs . 
Richard de la Barre , who had unsuccessfuly been granted the prebend of 
Putson Major by the king in 1354-5 , and was ·;prebendary of Withing ton 
1. Emden, (Oxford) 1521. 
2 . D & C, 11 27 , no . 1155 . 
3. . Ibid • . 1154 , ·no :2937 . 
4. Reg . MQscall, 96-106 . 
l , -
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by 1366 , was c0rnm i ssi0ned t 0 act f 0r ;:, i shnp Lewi s Char lt0n anu •JJas 
twice na~ed by bi shop Courtenay tn act us nne nf hi s vicur s - Leneral i n 
1370 . 1 He w~ al so oppninted by bi shop Gilbert as one of t he col l ec t0rs 
2 0f the tenth g ranted in 1354. Thomas de Lexham , g ranted t ne prebend 
nf \•Jellington in 1369 als0 became 0ne of t he vicars- gener a l appoi nted 
by Courtenay in 1370 , and the sole v icar-general in January 1371 . 3 
Tw0 noted his torians, Ada~ ~urimuth and Polydore Verg i l als0 
held cano nries of Herefor d am0ng 0ther benefices and there i s some 
evidence that b0th pai d some attention to diocesan affairs . In 1328 
Murimuth w~ one 0f the canons present in the chapter which assented 
to t he union of two canoni cal houses; 4 and two cent uries later, in 
1529 Polydore Ver gil, who was a canon of Herefor d for over f i fty year s , 
althoug h never a re s idenciary, appointed proxies for the e lection of 
Gamaliel Clifton as dean . 5 
The pope a l so claimed the right to nom i nate to certain categories 
of vacant benefices . Although in theory these included benefices i n 
lay patronage as well a s thos e that were in eccl esi asti cal hands, in 
practice the pope limited his interference to the latter. He clai med 
the right to all benefi ces vacated in any way , resignation, death , 
translation, exchange , by a papal official or anyone resident at the 
to 6 
curia, and~all benefices vacated by prelates appointed by the pope . 
He appointed t o these benefices in two ways , firstly by direct 
coll ation and secondl y by g ranting the expectati on of a benefice i n 
1. Reg . L. Charlton , 34 ; Reg . Court enay , 3 , 6 . 
2 . Reg . Gilbert, 43. 
3 . Reg. Courtenay , 6- 7 . 
4 . Reg . T. Charlton, 2 
5 . Reg . Booth , 213-229 . 
6 . Deely, l oc . cit . 4 99-501 . 
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the :_; ift of .:1 ;)<H'hcu l ;Jr- c hurch . P ar<-~1 pr ov i. s ion e xpanccd rap i. cH; i n 
t he f irst ha l f of the fol1rteent.h c entury =::.ut it i s now clear t:-.a t very 
fe·"' pr •wis i 0ns were given t 0 a liens and s ec0!1d l y tha t fa r rn0re 
fH'0V isi0ns wer e g r anted t han '"'ere ever put i nto eff ec t . The gr ea t es t 
effec ts 0f papal pr0v i s ion were to be s een in the cathedra l chapter s 
where ep i scopal pa tr0nage •.vas at i ts most extensive , and the Hereford 
ch apter was n0 excepti0n . The c0·mp ar a tive p0ve rty of m0st 0f t he 
benefices there of fere d limited scope however and most papa l provis i ons 
were to c l erics wh0 woul d have gained such positions a nyway . This was 
often t he case even when obviously unsuitable candi dates were appointed ; 
Thomas de Winchester who was provided to t he precentorshi p in 1344, 
was under age and received dispensat i ons for this and for non- residence 
for five years to study at Bologna ( as the precentor was responsible 
for the maintenance of services he was usua lly a residenciary), rece ived 
t his provision at the request of the bi shop of Norwich . 1 Philip Ilger, 
when he was granted the expectation of the canonry and prebend of 
Huntington in 1342 was not even in orders; neve rtheless he was one of 
the hous ehold of bishop Trillek , recei v ing commissions from the b i s hop 
on several occasions and being collated by him t~ the r ec tory of 
Eastnor in 1348 . After this his ordination to al l orders f ollowed 
r apidly. There i s no evidence as to when he actually received his 
canonry but i n 1349 he was collated to canonical res i dence and in 1357 
his estate as canon and prebendary of Huntington was ratified by the 
king . 2 John de Aumbresbury , pr ovided to the chancellorship in 1345 
already hel d a benefice in the diocese, 3 and Laur ence de la Barre , 
1 . J . T. Driver, 'The Papacy and the di ocese of Herefor d ', 
Transactions of the Woolhope Natural ists Field Society, 1947 , 75 . 
2 . C. P . L. 111 80, Reg . Trillek, 129 , 374( he exchanged the same 
month to Tugfor d) , 475, 483 , 489; Fasti , 29 . 
3 . Dri ver, loc . c it. 76. 
llo 
prr)V i cled to t~H:~ pr ebend of 'w'eL Ling ton in 1331 nud al r eac!y been nf fi.c i oL 
of Her efor d i n 1327 . 1 ~ icholas de Caer wen t , nne of O~letnn 's c l osest 
assnciates , 'llhn accompani ed Trillek to Her efor d anrl oecame one nf hi s 
t admini~atars was 0nly co lla t ed t0 the pr ebend of Ei nt an in 1353 a fter 
hav ing been gr anted t he expec tat i on ten years earlier, a t t he r equest 
of Adam 0f Orle tan. 2 Wi l liam de Henvynt on, anothe r 0f bishop Tril lel< 's 
close assoc i a tes who had pr eviously , br i e fly hel d the canonry a nd . 
prebend of ~ore ton and Whaddan was f irs t colla t ed and t hen provided to 
the prebe nd of \•Ji thingt a n Parva i n 1 350 . 3 
Again, as in the case of roya l g rants , it s hould not be assume d 
t hat a ll papal provis i ons were to non- resident pluralists . As has been 
mentioned above , s ome provis ions were to trusted associates of the . 
bishop and if the system of provisions provided sources of income to 
such men as Ric hard de Wyrnundeswold, an advocate at the Roman Curia 
who be c ame chancellor of Heref ord in 1343, 4 it alsdprovided such men 
as VJilliam de Fownhape who was colla ted to the canonry and prebend of 
Pr atum Minus as a result of a papal r eservation in 1327 a nd held it 
until his dea th in 1356 , a canon residenciary for mast of that time, 
and one of the most frequently employed canons during the episcopates 
of bo th Thomas Charlton and John Trillek . 5 Thomas Hacluit held a 
canonry and prebend of Heref ord for nearly forty- five years after 
-
being granted the expectation of Hampton in 1327. Actually collated 
in 1330, he was already a king's clerk, and with the advent of Trillek 
1. C.P.L. It 328 , 
2. Reg •. Trillek, 386, C.P.L. III, 98 . the collation was then confi 
confirmed by the pope . (C . P.L. III, 477. 
3. Reg. Trillek, 383 , C.P.P. I, 204. 
4. Driver, loc. cit. 76. 
J 
5. Fasti, 42; Reg . T. Charlton, 2 , 5 , 6, 7, 12, 71, 76 ; Reg. Trillek, 
36, 37; 117, 129; 131, 141. 
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he became one of t he bishop's trusted administrators. In 1349 he 
became a canon residenciary and chancellor, an office which he held 
along with his canonry until his death in 1375. 1 Thomas Trillek, the 
brother of bishop John Trillek, also owed his promotion to the canonry 
and prebend of Moreton Parva in 1327 to a papal reservation - no doubt 
at the request of the bishop of Hereford, Adam of Orleton, whose nephew 
he was. While Orleton was alive he, along with his brother, vv~S 
attached to his household, but after his death he became a canon 
residenciary at Hereford, and in 1353 dean. 2 
Sometimes the king and pope worked together, and the pope provided 
a royal nominee, Stephen de Ledbury, dean of Hereford from 1323 to 
1353 (?), was provided by the pope at the king's request. 3 In 1330/1 
John de Chaumbre was both the papal and the royal nominee as treasurer, 
whilst Thomas de Boleie was the episcopal candidate. 4 Thomas Chaundos 
was provided to the archdeaconry of Hereford in 1318 by the pope , and 
granted the prebend of Bartonsham by the king in 1330. 5 Frequently 
though, they were rivals, putting forward their own candidate for a 
vacancy, and seeing each other's claims as a threat to their own powers . 
Consequently some appointments led to disputes between two rival claimants 
each pursuing his case as far as possible in h±s patron's courts. The 
king had the greater advantage here; the king's courts were more 
immediate, and the king's rights to adjudicate in cases of disputed 
advowson well established. In 1349/50 a potential dispute over the 
1. Fasti 26; Reg. Trillek, 52, 62, 82, 108, 118, 145, 361, 376 , 388 . 
2. Fasti 35. 
3. Driver, loc.cit. 75. 
4. Ibid. 76, Fasti 10; the details are unknown, but in 1333 a 
third candidate, Henry de Shipton, was collated by the bishop. 
5. Fasti 5, C.P.R. 1327-30, 530. 
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prebend of Ewithington was solved fairly quickly when the pope's 
candidate, Peter de Gildesburgh, renounced his rights in favour of 
the royal grantee, Edmund de Grimsby. Both were royal clerks and high in 
royal favour, and Gildesburgh was possibly reluctant to prejudice 
royal support by pressing the issue. 1 In 1343 a similar problem 
seems to have resulted in the success of the papal candidate. On the 
resignation of Robert de Wynferthing as chancellor of Hereford on 
January 31st 1343 a provision was made to Richard de Wymundeswold 
on February l Oth 1343. Eighteen months later a royal gr~'t was made to 
John de Chaundos in September 1344. This was followed up by royal 
prohibitions in his favour, but he was evidently unable to unseat 
Wymundeswold, who resigned office in June 1345. 2 It may be that the 
significant factor in the case was the eighteen months that Wymundeswold 
had possession. 
More complex was the dispute over the prebend of Hunderton in 
1356. Originally, on the death of Walter Carles , Nicholas Hethe had 
been provided to Hunderton, which had been reserved to the pope in 
his lifetime. 3 Hethe, however, prejudiced his tenure of it by allowing 
Roger Breynton, who had occupied it on the death of Carles (presumably 
on the strength of a papal mandate issued in 1343 for the provision 
of a larger prebend of Hereford) 4 to retain possession of it in return 
for payment, thus laying himself open to the charge of simony. In 1351, 
on the death of Breynton, the king granted the prebend to William de 
Herlaston, and issued prohibitions against Hethe. The bishop admitted 
1. Gildesburgh was provided on May 28th 1349, while a royal grant 
was made on august 22nd. Gildeburgh renounced his rights on 
January 22nd 1350. Fasti, 23. 
2. C. P.P. ! 13; C.P.R. 1343-5, 339, 349; D & C 947 (no. 2254); 
C.P.L. 11{ 183. 
3. C.P.L. 111 319. 
4. Ibid. 99. 
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Herlaston, who held the prebend until his death in 1356, when Hethe 
took possession and held on to it until his death i~1363 despite the 
collation of Henry de Shipton and a mandate of the bishop ordering 
investigation of the case and expulsion of Hethe unless he could prove 
his title. 1 Even then the dispute recurred to threaten the next 
possessor, Roger de Otery, who was collated by bishop Lewis Charlton 
in 1364. Royal prohibitions were issued against him on the grounds 
that Hethe had not been the legal holder. Otery was admitted in April 
1366, but Langham•s return of pluralists in November 1366 shows that 
litigation was still going on, and the problems seem only to have 
been solved in 1369 when the king made a grant of the prebend to Otery 
during the vacancy of the see. 2 
As seen above, such disputes could drag on for years, often , ( 
involving those who had no part in the original dispute. In 1361/2, 
an the promotion of Simon de Sudbury to the bishopric of London, he 
was succeeded in his prebend of Moreton Magna by Thomas of Sudbury, who 
was both illegitimate and under age, and had a dispensation for neither 
defect. The pope provided John Godewyk. 3 This latter seemed to be 
strongly placed, both because of the weakness of his opponents position 
and because his provision fell into one of the generally accepted 
categories of benefices pertaining to the pope. The king could not 
alter this latter circumstance, but Thomas of Sudbury renounced his 
right to Moreton Magna and a royal grant was made in 1362 to a more 
acceptable candidate, John Bishopston. Bishop Charlton, bowing to the 
more immediate force, ordered Bishopston to be admitted in 1363, but 
1. Reg. Trillek, 244-5; C.P.R. 1350-54, 148, 277-8. 
2. Reg. L.Charlton, 23, 66; C.P.R. 1364-7, 73, 202; Reg. Langham, 
44-45; C.P.R. 1367-70, 317 . 
3. Fasti, 34. 
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Godewyk' s right was reaffirmed by the pope. The last glimpse of the 
dispute was in 1366 , when it was still continuing. 1 ~ 
A change of disputants could often work in favour of the side 
making it, since any case before the courts would have to be reopened 
against any new c laimant, and this tactic was sometimes used in the 
hope tha t thP. vpponents would be worn down by time and cost and g ive 
up. A di spute over the prebend of Bullinghope from 1366 involved a 
series of unscrupulous candidates prepared to use any tactic to hold 
on to the prebend. It started when a collation to Bullinghope was made 
to Griffin de Charlton, a brother of the bishop, and already since 1345 
the holder of t he prebend of Pyon Parva. 2 At the same time provision 
was made to Philip Ace. Charlton's rig ht to the prebend was ratified 
by the king in August 1367, but Ace brought a suit at the curia. Con-
sequently Charlton, because of the weakness in his case, arranged in 
December 1367 a royal grant of the prebend to John de Bedwardine alias 
Smythe (who may already have been archdeacon of Hereford) 3 while 
keeping the revenues of the prebend himself. Ace approached the king 
and claimed that this presentation was made unjustly, and afterwards, 
in January 1368, the king granted Ace permission to plead the case 
in person at the curia. Ace went to Rome and died there, whereupon the 
pope replaced him by Thomas Arundel, necessitating another suit. 
Charlton and Bedwardine's machinations continued, and a writ of 
Quare impedit was served against Charlton for keeping the revenues. 
Bedwardine was installed as canon and prebendary, but he too resigned 
1. C.P.R. 1361-4, 180; D & C no. 2252; C.P.P. i 463-4; Reg. 
Langham, 105. 
2 . C.P.R. 1370-74, 19, 20 ; Reg. Trillek, 28, 373. 
3 . Bedwardine first occurred as archdeacon of Hereford in March 
1369 (Reg. Charlton, 69), but the last known archdeacon was 
dead by 1367 (ibid. 67) and it seems reasonable to suppose 
that Bedwardine had succeeded him. 
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secretly because he feared the weakness of his title. This was during 
the vacancy of the see after the death of bishop Charrton, and Bedwardine 
arranged a royal grant to John Sleford (July 15th 1369) while again 
continuing to enjoy the revenues. Thomas Arundel now approached the 
king and put his case. The king's patience was at an end, and, having 
consulted his council, on November 23rd 1370 he revoked all grants 
concerning the prebend and gave ·A~del permission to plead at the curia. 1 
This was the last that was heard of Arundel and Sleford, but in 1374 
Bedwardine's estate as prebendary of Bullinghope was ratified by the 
king. There was still a pa~ candidate for the prebend, though: 
Nicholas de Draiton, who took the case to the royal courts, and proved 
there that Bedwardine could have no right to the prebend; consequently 
Draiton was granted permission to plead at the curia in 1377. 2 He 
was evidently successful, as he died as prebendary of Bullinghope in 
1379. Bedwardine continued as archdeacon of Hereford until 1379 when 
he resigned. 3 
Such rivalry between the king and· the ·pope meant that for most of 
the fourteenth century successive bishops had limited patronage at 
their disposal. By the end of the fourteenth century papal provisions 
to canonries and prebends had become spasmodic, as had royal grants, 
and so throughout the fifteenth century the bishop had much greater 
control of such appointments, although the indirect pressure already 
mentioned undoubtedly continued to be important. 
One feature of the patronage exercised over the chapter by the 
bishops of Hereford, especially in the late fifteenth and early 
1. The story of the dispute between 1366 and 1370 is told in 
C.P.R. 1370-77, 19; individual components in C.P.R. 1367-70, 
3~ 19, 20, 42, ' 127, 278. 
2. C.P.R. 1374-7, 1, 432. 
3. Fasti, 16; Reg.Gilbert, 6. 
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sixteenth centuries was the development of a promotion system, whereby 
a canon was f irs t collated to one of the poorer prebends of Here for d 
and then as he proved his worth successively to more valuable ones, 
in s o~t cases as many as three times . 1 Such promotions were most common 
among canons residenciary, and often such canons had an earlier 
connec tion with the diocese or the bishop and the promotions to 
ric her pre~ends were paralleled 'by promotion to an archdeaconry or 
dignity of the cathedral. The prebends concerned obviously varied 
and the majority of canons continued to be collated to one prebend on ly 
during their time at Hereford. The extent to which this promotion system 
was used varied from bishop to bishop but reached its apogee under 
Mayew. 
The first example of such a promotion actua~ly occurs in the 
mid-fourteenth cnetury when, on the petition of Adam of Orleton, 
bishop of Winchester and formerly bishop of Hereford, the pope granted 
in 1343 to Roger d~reynton the expectation of •a wealthier prebend of 
Hereford•. 2 Breynton, who already held the prebend of Not:ton (worth 
ls.O~d within the diocese of Hereford was drawing to the close of a 
lang and successful career in that diocese and the neighbouring one 
of Worcester . One of the executors of bishop Swinfield, he had become 
one of Orleton•s closest associates during his tenure of Hereford and 
had accompanied him on his translation to Worcester where he became his 
vicar-general and archdeacon of Gloucester. When Orleton was -fu~ther 
translated to W~hester Breynton returned to Hereford and continued to 
seuv.e bishops Charlton and Trillek.3 Given these circumstances it is 
surprising that it was not until 1349 that he was actually collated 
1. For the values of the Hereford prebends see Table 2, 124. 
2. C.P . L. III 99 . 
3. R.M. Haines, op. cit. 83, 89, 92, 95, 96. 
125 
Table 2 : The Val ue of ~ere ford Prebends , 1291-1 535 
The values of these Hereford prebends are based on few sources, two from the late thirteenth 
century and two from the sixteenth. In the Taxatio of Pope Nicholas IV compiled in 1291 the 
values were based on a minimum rental value at which manors and granges might be let , and bore 
little relation to actual ecclesiastical income. 1The second set of values are given in Swin-
field's register in 1294 and are noted as estimates of the dignities and prebends of Hereford. 2 
The third valuation is from Mayew's episcopate, and is bound in with hi~ register, although 
not part of it. 3 The final valuation is the Valor Ecclesiasticus, in which care was taken to 
assess values as accurately as possible. There was still some underestimation, but this fell 
almost entirely on income from woods, courts and demesne rather than rents. 
1. R.Graham, 'Taxation of Pope Nicholas IV', loc.cit., 271-298. 
2. Registrum Ricard! de Swinfield, ed. W.W.Capes, Canterbury & York Soc. 8, 1912, p.304. 
3. Reg. Mayew, 234-5: it is in the same handwriting as the vicar-general's register. 
4. V.E. III 5-12 ; see also Savine, loc.cit. 
PREBEND TAXATIO 1291 
Deanery 
Archdeaconry of Hereford 
Archdeaconry of Salop 
Precentor 
£9-15s-Od 
£24-14s-5d 
£13-10s-Od 
£19-19s-Od 
Tre,..urcr 
Chancellor 
Bartonsham 
Bullinghope 
Church Withington 
Col wall 
Cublington 
EiAAe 
Episcopi 
Ewithington 
Gorwell & Overbury 
Hampton 
Hinton 
Hunderton 
Huntington 
Inkberrow 
Moreton & Whaddon 
Moreton Magna 
More ton Parva 
Nonnington 
Norton 
Preston 
Pratum Maius 
Pratum Minus 
Putson Major 
Putson Minor 
Pyon Parva 
Warn-
Wellington 
Withington Parva 
£13-6s-8d 
£16-1s-9d 
£7-ls-4d 
£13-6s-8d 
£6-19s-Od 
£~-18s-6d 
£1-1s-Od 
£10-0s-Od 
£5-9s-Bd 
£1-7s-8d 
£5-6s-8d 
£5-8s-Od 
£9- 4s-Od 
£20-0s-Od 
£10-0s-Od 
9s-O~d 
£8-0s-Od 
truss of hay 2d 
£6-7a-2d 
£4-9a-8d 
£1-0a-Od 
SWINFIELD 1294 
40 marks 
40 marks 
10 marks 
30 marks 
18 marks 
20 marks 
15 marks 
18 marks 
10s-Od 
receives nothing 
12 marks 
2 marks 
12 marks 
100s 
20 marks 
16 marks 
MAYEW 
£40 
40 marks 
40 marks 
10 marks 
£12 
£14 
£18 
£12 
£13-6s-8d 
34s-lld 
£10 
£7 
£2 
£6-13s-4d 
£6-13s-4d 
£11 
VALOR 1535 
£38-6s-1~d 
£41-17s-lld 
£32-10s-9d 
£21-19s-5d 
£15-Bs-Od 
£14-3s-4d 
£17-18s-10%d 
£16-6s-8d 
£15-0s-Od 
£15-4s-4~d 
£12-6s-8d 
69s-5~d 
37s-8~d 
£ll-6s-8d 
£8-Bs-9~d 
52s-O~d 
£7-9s-10d 
£6-7s-B~d 
£8-19s-10d 
£15-0s-O%d 
20 marks (an enormous prebend) £13-6s-8d 
20 marks 
10 marks 
12 marks 
value effaced 
12 marks 
value effaced 
~ acre meadow 3d 
} 5 marks 
20s-Od 
100s 
30 marks 
60a-Od 
£20 
£6-13s-Od 
£12-6s-8d 
9s-O~d 
£6-13s-4d 
3s-4d 
£6-13s-4d 
£3-13s-4d 
20s 
£5 
£12 
£3 
£19-14s-4~d 
£7-0a-12~d (sicl) 
£ll-13s-4d 
43s-2Yzd 
£10-13s-4~d 
41s-8Yzd 
39s-O~d 
£10-13s-4Yad 
£4-9s-10d 
36s-8d 
£7-13s-4d 
£14-0s-Od 
60s-4~d 
1 
to Hunderton. 
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The remaining examples in the fourteenth , century are mostly 
obscure. Under bishop Gilbert Richard Thnrban exchanged from outside 
the diocese to a canonry and the prebend of Putson Major in 1384; 
however in 1387 he was found as the prebendary of the poorer prebend of 
Putson Min~r. 2 Such a change was more likely to have occurred as a 
result of a dispute, since in 1384 he was excommunicated and his 
benefice s~uestrated because Nicholas Hereford had been provided to 
~ 
the same one, rather than through episcopal policy. The other example 
from Gilbert'o episcopate is that of John Godmanston, a : Dormer 
rector of Ross (on the bishop's collation) who exchanged to the 
prebend of Withington Parva in 1386, had his estate there ratified 
by the king in 1387 and a royal grant of the same prebend made in 
August 1389, and then received a royal grant of Putson Major in 
3 September 1389. 
From the episcopate of John Trefnant comes the clearest 
fourteenth century example. Reginald Wolstone, one of the most 
trusted members of Trefnant ~ . household was collated first in 1390 
to the poor prebend of Norton and then in 1396 to Hinton. 4 During 
During Mascall's episcopate the new dean, John Felde, had a 
spectacular rise up the prebendal ladder. Exchanging to a canonry 
and the prebend of Withington Parva in January 1404 from a prebend in 
St. Asaph's, he became dean a month later and in 1406 he was collated 
1. Reg. Trillek, 244-5. Even then his occupation was not without 
its problems. Nicholas Hethe was . also provided to the same 
prebend and Breynton paid Hethe to keep it. 
2 ~ ~- · Reg. Gilbert, 124; C.P.R. 1385-9, 349. 
3. Reg. Gilbert, 125; C.P.R. 1385-9, 361; 1388~92, 92, 115. His 
estate as prebendary of Putson Major was ratified in 1399 (C.P.R. 
1399-1401, 55). 
4. Reg. Trefnant, 174, 181. 
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~o Warham, and in 1407 he exchanged to Moreton Magna, one of the 
wealthiest prebends of Hereford. 1 Felde's successor as dean, John 
Baysham, was similarly given promotion. In 1406 he was collated to the 
prebend of Withington Parva on the promotion of John Felde and just 
over a year later he was collated to Moreton and Whaddon. He had 
resigned this prebend by 1412 but in 1415 he was again collated to. 
Moreton and Whaddon and became dean in 1419. In 1420 he made what was 
probably a sideways move to the prebend of Wellington which he held 
until his death in 1434. 2 
The practice of promotion was, therefore, well established by the 
death of Mascall and was occasionally used by bishops Lacy and Spofford. 3 
However during the episcopate of John Stanbury the pace quickened. 
Some of these promotions were to long serving canons such as Robert 
Tarry who was first collated to Hunderton in 1446 and then to , 
Huntington in 1472; 4 and Richard Rudhale, treasurer of Hereford as 
early as 1443, archdeacon of Hereford in 1446 who was collated first 
to a canonry and the prebend of Huntington in 1454 and then to 
Bullinghope only in 1472. 5 lhe promotion of Thomas Mannyng, first to 
the prebend of Gorwell in 1458 and then to Colwall in 1459 lay 
outside the usual pattern since he was not a dignitary, residenciary 
canon or connected with the diocese. However he was the king's 
secretary, and as a close associate of Henry VI he was, no doubt, 
6 
well known to Stanbury. 
1. Reg. Trefnant, 191; Reg. Mascall, 169, 183. 
2. Reg. Mascll, 169, 172, 177, 180; D & C 1171, (no. 1457); Reg. Lacy,117. 
3. See Table 3. 
4. Reg. Spofford, 336; Reg. Stanbury, 188. 
5. Reg. Spofford, 365, 390; Reg. Stanbury, 173, 188. 
6. Reg. Stanbury, 175, 176. 
BISHOP 
GILBERT 
TREFNANT 
MASCALL 
LACY 
SPOFFORD 
BOULERS 
STANBURY 
MYLLYNG 
12e 
Taole 3 
Promotions to Hereford Prebends, 1327-1535 
HOLDER 
Richard Thurban 
John Godmanston 
PREBEND 
exc. Putson Major 1384 
occ. Putson Minor 1387 
exc. Withington Parva 1386 
r .gr. Putson Major 1389 
Reginald Wolstone coll. Norton 1390 
John Trefnant 
John Felde 
John Baysham 
John Cokworthy 
Henry Newton 
John Assheby 
Richard Martyn 
holleft Jorti..n 
Robert Tary 
Richard Pede 
Richard Rudhale 
Thomas Mannyng 
John Clone 
Hugh Ragone 
Simon Tawre 
John Grenewey 
Robert Geffrey 
col1. Hinton 1396 
co11. Putson Minor 1399 
coll. Withington Parva 1404 
exc. Withington Parva 1404 
coll . Warham 1406 
exc. Moreton Magna 1407 
coll." Withington Parva 1406 
coll.Moreton & Whaddon 1407 
coll. Moreton & Whaddon 1415 
coll. Wellington 1420 
coll. Warham 1418 
coll. Church Withington 1419 
coll. Moreton Parva 1424 
coll. Preston 1429 
coll . Moreton Parva 1429 
coll. Cublington 1434 
Wellington 1434-42 
col1. Pratum Minus 1472 
coll . Huntington 1472 
exc. Moreton Magna 1478 
coll. Praaton 1439 
col1. , Bartonsham 1462 
coll. Hunderton 1446 
coll. Huntington 1472 
co11. Hinton 1452 
co1l.Mo~eton Magna 1458 
exc. Huntington 1478 
co11. Huntington 1454 
co11. Rullinghop~ _\472 
coll. Gorwell 1458 
coll. Colwall 1459 
res. Pratum Maius 1460 
col1. Hinton 1460 
coll. Pratum Maiua 1460 
co11. Withington Parva 1462 
co11. Gorwell 1463 
co11. Warham 1461 
coll. Cublington 1464 
col1. Pratum Maiua 1462 
col1. Warham 1469 
occ. Pre.aton 1462 
coll. Inkberrow 1467 
Richard Jacquesaone co11 . Hunderton 1472 
David Hopton 
co11. Ewithington 1479 
res. Nonnington 1479 
coll. Colwall 1480 
Thomas Chaundeler res . Pratum Maius 1486 
Raulph Hauyes 
John Nana 
coll. Gorwell 1486 
co11. Pion Parva 1486 
coll. Eigne 1488 
after 1489, Wellington 
occ. Putaon Minor 1486 
coll. Gorwell 1490 
VALUE 1291 
£6 
£4 
£6 
7s 2d 
9s 8d 
7s 2d 
9s OY,d 
£5 6s 8d 
£4 19s 8d 
£20 Os Od 
£20 Os Od 
£7 1 4d 
£10 Os Od 
£8 Os Od 
£10 Os Od 
£6 19s Od 
2d 
£9 4s Od 
£8 Os Od 
£13 6s 8d 
£5 8s Od 
£9 4s Od 
£5 6s 8d 
£9 4s Od 
£9 4s Od 
£16 1s 9d 
£5 9s 8d 
£13 6s 8d 
£5 6s 8d 
£3 Os Od 
£5 9s 8d 
£5 Os Od 
£6 19s Od 
£5 Os Od 
£8 Os Od 
£'5 8s Od 
£10 Os Od 
£13 6s 8d 
£5 9s 8d 
£1 Os Od 
£2 18s 6d 
£4 9a 8d 
£5 98 8d 
VALUE 1535 
£10 13s 2Y,d 
£4 9s lOd 
£3 Os OY,d 
£10 13s 2Y,d 
£2 
£7 
3s 2Y,d 
9s lOd 
£4 19s 10d 
£3 Os OY,d 
£3 Os OY,d 
£7 13s 4d 
£19 14s 4Y,d 
£7 13s 4d 
£13 6s 8d 
£13 6s 8d 
£14 Os Od 
£7 13s 4d 
£15 Os Od 
£7 1s oY,·d · 
£10 7s 4Y,d 
£7 1s O)'.d 
£12 6s 8d 
£14 Os Od 
£1 19s OY,d 
£8 19s 10d 
£19 14s 4)'zd 
£10 7s 4Y,d 
£17 18s 10~d 
£6 7s 8Y,d 
£8 19s l Od 
£7 9s 10d 
£19 14s 4)'.d 
£8 19s 10d 
£8 19s 10d 
£16 6& 8d 
£8 8s 9Y,d 
£15 4s 4}'.d 
£2 1s 8d 
£7 9s 10d 
£2 ls 8d 
£3 Os 4)'zd 
£8 8s 9Y,d 
£7 13s 4Y,d 
£12 6s 8d 
£2 1s 8d 
£7 13s 4Y,d 
£10 13s 4Y,d 
£15 Os O%d 
£7 9s 10d 
£11 6s 8d 
£11 138 4d 
£15 4s 4Y,d 
£2 1s Sd 
£8 Ss 9Y,d 
£1 16a Sd 
£3 9a 5Y,d 
£14 Oa Od 
£4 9a 10d 
£8 Sa 9~ 
BISHOP 
MA'{E'jl 
BOOTH 
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Table 3 (cont.) 
tDLDER 
Henry Martyn 
William Webbe 
Roger Brayne 
Edmund Froucetur 
William Delabere 
Nicholas Wal wen 
Hugh Pole 
Richard Smythe 
Miles Ragon 
John Olyver 
(or Smythe?) 
John Blythe 
John Viall 
William Goberd 
William Edwards 
George Mason 
David Walker 
Humphrey Oglie 
William Burghill 
John Cragge 
Gamaliel Clifton 
Thomas Parker 
PREBEND 
co11. Norton 1504 
co11. Warham 1508 
coll. Gorwell 1508 
coll . Wellington 1512 
coll. Inkberrow 1512 
VALUE 1291 
9s Od 
£5 Os Od 
£5 96 8d 
coll. Ewithington 1508 (Sept) £10 Os Od 
coll. Wellington 1508 (Oct) 
coll. Inkberrow 1512 (June) 
coll. Moreton Magna 1512 (Oct) 
occ. Pratum Maius before 1509 
coll. Warham 1509 £5 Os Od 
coll. 1508 
coll. Putson Major 
coll. Colwall 1518 
coll. Pratum Maius 1509 
coll . Pion Parva 1511 
coll. Eigne 1512 
occ. Eigne 1504/12 
co11. Moreton Parva 1512 
col1. Norton 1510 
coll. Hinton 1511 
coll. Gorwell 1512 
coll. Moreton & Whaddon 1526 
coll. Inkberrow 1510 
coll. Bullinghope 1512 
coll. Moreton Parva c.l504 
coll. Preston 1512 
coll. Norton 1511 
coll. Hinton 1512 
coll. Preston before 1512 
coll. Wellington 1512 
coll. Pion Parva 1512 
coll. Putson Minor 1513 
occ. Moreton & Whaddon 
before 1512 
coll. Pion Parva 1514 
coll . Pratum Minus 1513 
coll. Hunderton 1528 
coll . Bartonsham 1515 
exc. Pion Parva 
coll. Church Withington 1524 
coll. Pion Parva 1516 
coll. Moreton & Whaddon 1522 
coll. Bartonsham 1526 
coll. Eigne 1521 
coll. Moreton Magna 1523 
coll. Pion Parva 1522 
exc. Bartonsham 1523 
coll. Pratum Maius 1524 
coll. Gorwell 1526 
coll. Pratum Minus 1528 
coll. Colwell 1529 
coll. Episcopi 1531 
exc. Huntinaton 1531 
9s O~d 
£6 7s 2d 
£13 6s 8d 
£1 Os Od 
£2 18s 6d 
£2 18s 6d 
£10 Os Od 
9s O~d 
£5 6s 8d 
£5 9s 8d 
£20 Os Od 
£16 1s 9d 
£10 Os Od 
£8 Os Od 
9s 0~<1 
£5 6s 8d 
£8 Os Od 
£1 Os Od 
£4 9s 8d 
£20 Os Od 
£1 Os Od 
2d 
£5 Rt. Od 
£13 6s 8d 
£1 08 Od 
£7 18 4d 
£1 08 Od 
£20 Os Od 
£13 68 Bd 
£2 18s 6d 
£1 08 Od 
£13 6s 8d 
£5 9s Bd 
2d 
£13 6s Bd 
£1 ls Od 
£9 4s Od 
key: co11.- collated to, occ. • occurs aa , exc. • exchanged 
VALUE 1535 
£2 3s 2~d 
£7 13s 4d 
£8 9s 8~d 
£14 Os Od 
£15 Os O}.:d 
£11 6s 8d 
£14 Os Od 
£15 Os O%d 
£19 14s 4}2d 
£2 1 8d 
£7 13s 4d 
£2 3s 2~d 
no 13s 4~d 
£15 48 4J.2d 
£2 1s 8d 
£1 16s 8d 
£3 9s 5}2d 
£3 9s 5~d 
£7 ls 0}2d 
£2 3s 2~d 
£7 9s 10d 
£8 8s 9~d 
£13 6s 8d 
£15 08 O%d 
£16 6s 8d 
£7 I s O~d 
£10 13s 4~d 
t:~ ::Sa ~~a 
£7 9s 10d 
£10 13s 4J.2d 
£14 Os Od 
£1 16s 8d 
£4 9s 10d 
£13 6s 4d 
£1 16s 8d 
£1 19s O~d 
£6 7s 8~d 
£17 18s 1~d 
£1 168 8d 
£15 Os Od 
£1 168 8d 
£13 16s 4d 
£17 18s 10~d 
£3 98 5~d 
£19 14s 4~d 
£1 168 8d 
£17 18s 10~d 
£2 1s 8~d 
£8 8s 9J.2d 
£1 198 O~d 
£15 4s 4~ 
£1 17a 8~ 
£8 19s 10d 
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In the years after 1460 when the political situation forced the 
retirement of Stanbury to his diocese a number of promotions were 
made . In 1460 John Clone, a long time residenciary canon, portioner 
of Bromyard and rector of Colwall (all benefices in the bishop's gift) 
resigned his prebend of Pratum Maius and was collated to Hinton. 1 
Hugh Ragone was collated to Pratum Maius in his place but did not 
remain there lang, being collated to Withington Parva in 1462 and 
Gorwell in 1463. 2 In 1464 he was collated to a canonical residence 
and in 1465 to the rectory of Hampton Bishop. 3 Simon Tawre was 
collated to Warham in 1461, then to Cublington in 1464; he was to 
become chancellor in 1472.4 John Greneway succeeded Hugh Ragone in 
the prebend of Pratum Maius in 1462 and remained there seven years 
before being promoted to Warham in 1469. 5 None of these prebends 
was very valuable, even after promotion, but Robert Geffrey fared 
better, being collated to Preston sometime before 1462, then to 
Inkberrow in 1467. 6 He was collated to a canonical residence in 
1460, the treasurership in 1462/3 and the chancellorship in 1464, 
and the archdeaconry of Salop followed in 1472. He was archdeacon 
of Hereford before 1485, 7 and also prebendary of Ne.\"he.rhall in 
Ledbury from 1465. 8 His more important position no doubt accounted 
for the relatively more valuable prebends which he received. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
Reg. Boulers, 22, 23; Reg. Stanbury, 176. 
Reg. Stanbury, 176, 179. 
Ibid. 180, 181 . 
Ibid. 177, 180, 188. 
Ibid. 178, 182; he also had a benefice in the diocese at some 
stage; he resigned Monkland in 1488 (Reg. Myllyng, 193). 
6. Reg. Stanbury, 75, 183. 
7. Ibid. 178, 180, 188; Reg. Myllyng, 95. 
8. Reg. Stanbury, 181. 
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Bishop Myllyng continued the pattern established by his predec-
essor,. although on a fairly modest scale:- only five promotions at 
most in eighteen years of his episcopate, and in only o~e case was 
any one canon given more than one such promotion. Richard Jacquessone 
started his career as Stanbury's registrar. In 1470 he was collated 
to the free chapel of Snodhill, and in 1472 to the canonry and prebend 
of Hunderton. In 1479 Myllyng appointed him as his Official, and at 
the same time promoted him to the prebend of Ewithington. He -was also 
Myllyng's vicar-general between 1479 and 1481 and again in 1483 and 
1487. 1 David Hopton, of whom little is known in the diocese besides 
his office and the fact that he was a Bachelor in Canon Law, 
resigned the prebend of Nonnington in 1479 and was collated to 
Colwall nearly a year later in 1480. 2 Thomas Chaundler, although 
dean of Hereford from 1481, was not promoted from the very poor 
prebend of Pratum Maius until 1486, and then only to the relatively 
modest prebend of Gorwell. 3 John Nans succeeded Chaundler in the 
prebend of Gorwell on the latter's death in 1490, being promoted 
from Putson Minor to which he had been promoted some time in 1486/7. 
Although a canon resdienciary, little is known about him. 4 Raulph 
Hauyes, frequently commissioned by the bishop to carry out tasks 
within the diocese, was the only canon to be granted two promotions 
by Myllyng. Collated to Pyon Parva in 1486, he was promoted two 
years later to the prebend of Eigne, still one of the poorest 
prebends of Hereford; at some time after 1489 (but still in Myllyng's 
1. Reg; Stanbury, 187, 188. He may also have been collated to a 
canonry and prebend by 1470, as he was admitted to the canonical 
residence in April 1470 (Ibid. 186), but no evidence is forth-
coming. Reg. Myllyng, 189, 190, 141, 142, 87, 110. 
2. Reg. Myllyng, 190, 191. 
3. Ibid. 62, 194. 
4. Ibid. 198; Fas ti, 47. He was rep laced by John Hervy in the 
account rolls from 1486/7. 
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episcopate) he was g iven the richer reward of Wellington. He also 
did well with other benefices. In 1488 he was presented to Linton 
vicarage and in 1492 to Whitebourne. At some stage he was also 
chaplain of Grendour's chantry in Newland church. 2 
It is unfortunate that no evidence has survived from Edmund 
Audley's episcopate, because it is under his successor Mayew that 
the system of promotions became · most widespread and sophisticated, 
three or four promotions within a relatively short time being not 
uncommon, with one vacancy often used to move around three or four 
people. 
In October 1504, Henry Martyn was collated both to the canonry 
and prebend of Norton and to the rectory of St. Mary Monhalt, at 
the bishop's London residence. In 1508 he was promoted first to the 
prebend of Warham in October (and also to Cradley rectory) and then 
to Gorwell in December. In 1512 he received two further promotions 
even though, in 1511, his disputes with another canon, Roger Brayne, 
had incurred the attention and displeasure of the bishop. In June 
1512 Martyn was collated to Wellington, and in October to Inkberrow. 
There he remained until his death in 1524, but he received further 
rewards from Mayew, the treasurership in 1515 and the archdeaconry 
of Salop in 1516. 3 Each of the prebends which he resigned was in 
turn used as steps on the ladder for other canons. On his resignation 
of Norton in 1508 it was given to Edmund FroucetYr, the first step 
again of three. His rise up the ladder was even more rapid than that 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Reg. Myllyng, 195, 196, 197. 
Ibid. 196, 201. 
Reg. Mayew, 112 for the dispute. Since Brayne had succeeded 
Martyn as prebendary of Warham it is possible that this was 
the cause of the dispute. Ibid. 273, 276, 280, 284. 
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of Martyn. He hel d Norton for only jus t over a year before being 
pr omoted to Putson Major in December 1509. In 1512 he was collated 
to the treasurership and in 1513 was elected as dean. He remained as 
dean until his death in 1 529 , but in 1518 bishop Booth r.0llated him 
to his third prebend, that of Colwall . 1 Martyn•s second prebend, 
Warham, was g iven on his resignation to Roger Brayne, also as his 
second prebend (he resigned Pratum Maius for it). This was as high 
up the prebendal ladder as Roger Brayne, a canon residenciary, was to 
go, and he received no further promotion under Mayew; but in 1526 
Booth collated him to the treasurer ship , which he held for some 
six months until his death in 1527. 2 Martyn's third prebend, Gorwell, 
went in 1512 to Hugh Pole as his third prebend . Pole, like Martyn 
and Froucetur, · had been collated to Norton initially, and he had 
succeeded Frouce~ur in it in 1510; he had been promot ed to Hinton 
in 1 511, then Gorwell in 1512. He too was later collated to the 
treasurership, and in 1526 had one last promotion to Moreton 
and Whaddon, one of the wealthiest of the Hereford prebends. 3 
Martyn 1 s fourth prebend, Wellington, went on his resignation to John 
Blythe as his second; he had resigned Preston to which he had been 
collated a month earlier. John Blythe does not fit the pattern so 
far emerging in that he had no further promotions and no further 
part in the records until his death in 1558 , still as prebendary 
4 
of Wellington. 
William Webbe also received considerable preferment at the hands 
of bishop Mayew. In 1504 he was col lated to the archdeaconry of 
1. Reg. Mayew, 276, 277, 280 , 149, 157-164; Reg. Booth, 339. 
2. Reg. Mayew , 276 ; Reg. Booth, 339, 340. 
3. Reg. Mayew, 278, 280 , 284; Reg. Booth, 339. 
4. Fasti, 51. 
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Salop. There is no evidence that he held a canonry at this stage, 
and it was not until 1508 that he was collated to a canonry and the 
prebend of Ewithington. From then on promotion was rapid, even though 
he started relatively high on the prebendal scale (Ewithington was 
n 
worth £10). A month later he became prebendary of Well~ton, and in 
1511 archdeacon of Hereford: in June 1512 there were two further 
steps on the prebendal ladder, first to Inkberrow then to Moreton 
Magna, probably the richest of the Hereford prebends. 1 As well as 
these benefices he was al so collated by Mayew to the second portion 
in Bromyard in 1507, and to the rectory of Ross in 1516. 2 
The series of promotions discussed above were all very closely 
interlocked, and it is not surprising that trouble arose from the 
frequent moves. The dispute that arose in 1512 was a result of the 
cathedral statute that laid down that, on the death of a canon, his 
estate should have the proceeds of his prebend for a year and a day 
after his death, 3 and was complicated by the fact that for the most 
part these canons did not for mally resign the benefices, but were 
assumed to have automatically vacated them by acceptance of a second 
incompatible benefice. 4 This affected Richard Smythe , the prebendary 
of Inkberrow, who had succeeded Richard Judde as prebendary of 
Bullinghope in May 1512 on the latter's death. Smythe requested of 
the chapter that he might continue to enjoy the income from Inkberrow 
for this period. This in its turn affected William Webbe, Smythe's 
1. Reg. Mayew, 273, 276, 278, 280. 
2. Ibid. 275, 284. 
3 . Hereford Consuetudines, 61. 
4. This argument and the dispute that fo llows come from the 
announcement of the bishop's award on the dispute in July 1513, 
Reg. Mayew, 181-5. 
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successor at Inkberrow, who therefof petitioned to keep the fruits 
of his former prebend Wellington. So far so good, but then William 
Webbe was collated to Moreton Magna in October 1512 on the death of 
John Foster, and following Smythe's precedent sought to keep the 
fruits of Inkberrow for a year and a day. At this point Henry Martyn, 
Webbe's successor at Wellington, intervened to ask for the fruits 
of Wellington, and when he succeeded Webbe at Inkberrow, asked for 
the fruits of that prebend. 'ihe settlement of the dispute legally 
rested with the dean and chapter, but for obvious reasons they 
preferred to ask the bishop to act as an independent arbitrator. He 
found it no less difficult and consulted Thomas Wodynton, dean of 
the court of Arches, as well as others from that court, as well as 
Thomas Hambull, vicar-general of the bishop of Worcester, and other 
lawyers, before giving his decision. Concerning the first part of 
the dispute, Richard Smythe was to have all the proceeds from Inkberrow 
for a year and a day after the death of Judde, and William Webbe 
was to have the greater tithes from Wellington for the same period. 
Henry Martyn, the third protagonist, was to receive the fruits 
(fructus et proventus) of Gorwell, his original prebend, likewise. 
For the second part William Webbe was to have all the proceeds from 
Inkberrow from the death of John Foster for a year and a day, and 
Henry Martyn was to have the income (proveniente§) from Welling•ton 
during that time. The question of Little Commons was left to the 
chapter and all the protagonists were bound over for the sum of £40 
to keep the judgement. 
From a reference in the account of this dispute, it appears that 
a similar dispute had arisen in 1509, when Roger Brayne was translated 
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from Pr atum Maius to Warham and William Delabere was collated to 
Pratum Maius as his firs t prebend, 1 but no details -are given. I t 
certainly did not prevent the further promotion of William Delabere 
from Pratum Maius to Pyon Parva in 1511 and to Eigne i n 1512, a very 
modest rise in keeping with his otherwise undistinguished career 
2 
at Hereford. 
I f the promotions so far discussed were the most extensive 
and contentious they did not constitute the total under Mayew. When 
Delabere was translated to Eigne in 1512 , his former prebend of Pyon 
Parva was given to John Viall until in his turn he was promoted 
to Putson Minor in 1513. At Eigne Delabere succeeded Nic holas Walwen 
who was collated to Moreton Parva, where he in his turn succeeded 
Miles Ragon an his promotion to Preston, where he succeeded John 
Blythe. 3 John Oliver, alias Smythe, followed in the steps of Hugh 
Pole, succeeding him first as prebendary of Norton in 1511 and then 
as prebendary of Hinton in 1512.4 Finally, one step in the opposite 
direction ought to be noted: William Goberd, in 1509, was collated 
to the very wealthy prebend of Moreton and Whaddon. He resigned this 
in May 1512, but a month later was collated to the rectory of Ross, 
which more than compensated for the loss of Moreton and Whaddon, being 
valued at over £42 in the Valor Ecclesiasticus. In February 1513 he 
was collated to the treasurership, and a year after that to the poor 
prebend of Pyon Parva. In July 1515 he was collated as archdeacon 
1. Reg . Mayew, 184. 
2. Ibid. 278, 280. 
3. Ibid. 280, 281. All were residenciary canons and Walwen was 
collated as treasurer by Booth in 1527 {Reg. Booth, 340). 
4. Reg. Mayew, 278, 280 . He remained prebendary of Hinton until 
his death in 1558. 
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of Salop and in January 1516 he died, still occupying Ross, Pyon Parva 
1 
and the archdeaconry. 
Mayew's successor, Charles Booth, continued to use this system 
of promotion, but very sparingly compared with his predecessor, and 
only in one case, that of David Walker, was there more than one 
promotion . Walker was initially collated to Pyon Parva in January 
1516 by Mayew, in 1522 he was promoted by Booth to Moreton and 
Whaddon, and in 1526 to Bartonsham (by then more valuable than 
Moreton and Whaddon). 2 William Edwards, who also received his first 
collation under Mayew, to Pratum Minus in 1513, was collated to 
Hunderton in 1528. 3 Neither of these canons appeared to have been 
active in cathedral affairs, and only David Walker appears to have 
been a residenciary canon (and then only from 1527 onwards) . A 
si~ilar case was that of John Cragge , who was collated first to 
Pratum Maius in 1524, and then to Gorwell in 1526 . 4 However, the 
promotions of Humphrey Ogle and Gamaliel Clifton appear more logical 
in view of their subsequent careers. Humphrey Ogle was c ollated to 
the canonry and prebend of Eigne in 1521 and translated to Moreton 
Magna in 1523 . 5 In 1524 he was collated to the archdeaconry of 
Salop, and he succeeded William Burghill as vicar-general .in Booth's 
absences, official and commissary-Genera1. 6 Gamaliel Clifton first 
came to Hereford in April 1528 as canon and prebendary of Pratum 
Minus. Just over a year later he succeeded Edmund Froucet~ both to 
1. Reg . Mayew, 277, 279, 280, 281, 288; V.E. III 160. He had been 
granted a canonical residence in commendam by the bishop on 
January 1st 1513 (Reg . Mayew, 281). 
2. Reg. Mayew 284; Reg. Booth, 334, 339. 
3. Reg. Mayew, 281; Reg. Booth, 341. 
4. Reg. Booth, 336, 339. 
5. Ibid. 333, 335. 
6 . Ibid. 336, 184. 
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the prebf!nd of Colwall and to the deanery. 1 Finally, one exchange 
may be noted : in 1523 William Burghill, the treasu-rer and Booth's 
vicar-general, ~~ficial, and ~ommissary-General exchanged Pyon Parva 
for the much wealthier prebend of Bartonsham. George Mason, who accep ted 
the poorer prebend in the exchange, was collated, less than six 
months later, to Church Withington, a prebend of similar value to 
Bartonsham. 2 This too may have · been an arrangement of the bishop 
to give an immediate reward to a faithful and probably aging servant 
(Burghill died in 1526). 
Thus the bishops of Hereford were able to considerably increase 
both the amount and the flexibility of their patronage by these 
manipulations. Just one vacancy could offer rewards for service and 
loyalty, encouragement to up-and-coming clerics, introduce new blood 
into the chapter and reassert the bishop's powers over the chapter. 
In moderation the use of such a promotion system could possibly be 
justified, but the excesses, especially of Mayew's episcopate, could 
do little to enhance the reputations of the bishop or of the chapter 
as a body. 
Another aspect of the bishop's influence, although of much 
less importance, was the promotion of family members to benefices 
(not just canonries, though these were the easiest and most prest-
igous) under their patronage. This was not necessarily an abuse of 
their position, since all promotion within the church from the 
humblest chaplaincies to the bishoprics themselves depended on a 
network of connexion and influence, and such promotions were seldom 
1. Reg. Booth, 341, 342, 209-229. 
2. Ibid. 336, 337. 
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of obviously unsuitable candidates although rol~s might be bent on 
occasions. When Adam of OrletoB,bishop of Hereford until 1327 , 
collated his nephew John to a canonry and prebend of Hereford a 
dispensation was required since John Trillek was under age. 1 
However he and his brother thomas, who also became a canon of Hereford 
and prebendary of Moreton Parva in 1327 as a result of a papal 
reservation, were both graduates and hardworking ecclesiastical 
administrators, and in 1344 when John Trillek became bishop of 
Hereford (again most likely with the support and assistance of his 
uncle, by then bishop of Winchester) he was in a position to further 
the career of his brother who was collated to portions in Bromyard, 
(1350) Holgate (1353), and Ledbury(1355), and elected dean of Hereford 
in 1353. His family was not his only source of patronage however as 
he was also a canon of Wells,(1329), Salisbury (1349) and became dean 
of St. Paul's in 1363 shortly before his promotion to the see of 
Rochester in November 1363. 2 
The Charltons were another family of great influence in the 
diocese, initially from the family's position as landholders and 
patrons of several livings, but the provision of two bi~hops to the 
see in the fourteenth century, Thomas and Lewis, presented excellent 
opportunities for extensive promotion of family members. The four 
Charlton brothers, William, Lewis, Humphrey and Griffin all held 
portions in Pontesbury (patron, Sir John Charlton, their father), 
or Ledbury (patron, the bishop), and canonries and prebends of 
Hereford during the fourteenth century. All were graduates but none 
of them were in major orders when given their first benefices. 
1. Fasti, 50; Haines, op. cit. 88. 
2. Fast!, 4. Reg. Trillek, 383, 387, 389. Emden, (Oxford) 1906-7. 
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Lewis Charlton became canon and prebendary of Wellington in 1336 and 
was portioner of Pontesbury by 1340 but was only ordained subdeacon 
in 1341 and granted letters dismissory to priest's orders in 1348. 1 
Humphrey was portioner of Netherhall in Ledbury by 1334 but was only 
ordained subdeacon in 1336. 2 Similarly William Charlton was only 
ordained deacon in 1351 although he was certainly a canon and 
. . 3 probably prebendary of Bartonsham since 1342. The fourth brother, 
Griffin, was also presented to a portion in Pontesbury at some time 
before 1345 when he exchanged it for the canonry and prebend of 
Pyon Parva but he was not ordained acolyte until 1351.4 In 1366 he 
was collated by his brother to the prebend of Bullinghope; his 
unscrupulous behaviour concerniJ1his prebend has aready been told. 5 
The death of Lewis Charlton saw the end of this kind of dynastic 
promotion but even if subsequent bishops did not have the local 
influence of the Charlton or Orleton/Trillek families they were still 
concerned to help family~embers. In 1399 bishop Trefnant collated his 
nephew, also John Trefnant (alias ap Hywel), to the canonry and prebend 
of Putson Minor and in 1400 his estate as prebendary of the richer 
prebend of Withington Parva was ratified. He had already been rector 
6 
of Ross briefly in 1398 and in 1401 he was collated again. In 1404 
1. Reg. T. Charlton, 80, .8t, 87; C.P.R. 1338-40, 360; Reg. 
Trillek, 391, 401. 
2. Reg. T. Charlton, 78, 68. 
3. Reg. Trillek, 576.He was only named as prebendary of Bartonsham 
in 1366 but appears as a canon in the account rolls from 1343-4 
on, and Nonnington, the previous holder of Bartonsham died in 
1341. (Fast! 14) 
4. Reg. Trillek, 28, 373, 562, He was ordained subdeacon in 1352 
(Ibid. 576), and priest in 1362 ~ (Reg. L. Charlton, 79) . 
5. See above, 122. 
6. Ree. Trefnant, 183, 182, 185; C~P.R. 1399-1401, 137. 
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when the influential dean of Hereford, John Prophet, resigned, his 
nephew Thomas Felde succeeded him as dean. A gradua~e, he was by this 
stage a doctor of canon law and a pri~st, having been ordained 
acolyte and subdeacon by Trefnant in 1393 and granted letters 
dismissory to priest's orders in 1400. He exchanged to the rectory 
of Ross in 1403 and the canonry and prebend of Withington Parva in 
January 1404 before being elected dean in February 1404. 1 
William Boulers who was collated to the canonry and prebend of 
Moreton Magna in 1452 was, no doubt, a relative of bishop Boulers2 
as was Robert Stanbury who was collated to the canonry and prebend 
of Colwall in 1462 to bishop John Stanbury. 3 John Booth, the brother 
of bishop Charles Booth was collated to the archdeaconry of Hereford 
and to the canonry and prebend of Inkberrow in 1524; another relative. 
Thomas Booth, was collated to Warham in 1533. 4 All these men were 
graduates. 
Often closer to the bishops than their relations were their 
ecclesiastical familia, the members of their household and their 
administrators. These men too were candidates for preferment. 
Often the bishop selected his administrators from among the body of 
canons residenciary or the dignitaries, but equally often he appointed 
members of his household and sought to reward them with canonries, 
prebends and lesser benefices at his disposal. After their patron's 
death or translation they· often remained at Hereford to serve his 
3uccessor of' the cathedral chapter. William Herewynton was one of 
Trillek's most trusted associates; he was official from 1344 on and 
1. Emden, {Oxford) 682; Reg. Trefnant, 206, 208; D & C 1141, (no. 
2898). 
2. Reg. Boulers, 22. 
3. Reg. Stanbury, 178. 
4. Reg. Booth, 335, 336, 347. 
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one of the bishop's proctors in convocation, and vicar-general in 
1346 and 1347, as well as being entrusted with a number of important 
commissions. In 1349 he was collated first to a prebend in the 
portionary church of Holgate and then to a canonry and prebend of 
Moreton and Whaddon. He resigned this prebend within a year but in 
April 1350 he was collated to the prebend of Withington Parva. 1 
Similarly Roger de Otery, originally in service with the bishop of 
Worcester, moved to Hereford with Lewis Charlton when he became 
bishop. In 1362 he was one of the auditors of the accounts of the 
bishop's officials; by 1364 he was the bishop's chancellor. In 1363 
he was collated to the canonry and prebend of Hunderton, in 1364 to 
a portion in Holgate, in 1365 to Middlecourt prebend in Bromyard. 2 
Bishop Gilbert too rewarded loyal servants. John Godmanston, 
the bishop's scribe, became rector of Ross in March 1377, and was ·· 
granted the expectation of the canonry and prebend of Norton in 
1378. He continued in the bish6p's service becoming commissary and 
vicar-general. 3 John Llanwarin was Gilbert's receiver and commissary-
general in 1377 and at some time before 1379 was penitentiary . 4 
Regina! Wolstone was one of Trefnant's household and vicar-general; 
his rewards for loyal service were Overhall prebend in Ledbury and 
the canonry and prebend of Norton. His loyalty continued to be to _ 
th~ishop and in the acrimonious lead-up to the election of the dean 
1. Reg. Trillek, 17, 26, 39, 41, 111, 116, 117, 120, 168, 282, 
376, 378, 383. 
2. Reg. L. Charlton, 6, 7, 16, 22, 23, 67, His tenure of Hunderton 
however wss challenged by the king on the grounds that his 
predecessor was not the lawful holder. (C.P.R. 1364-7, 73.) 
3. Reg. Gilbert, 6, 25-7, 33, 57, 115. D & C 1064 (no. 2844). 
4. Ibid. 4, 7, 139, 142~ The penitentiary was the holder of the 
prebend ol Episcopi. He exchanged this in 1382 for the rectory 
ot Pembrid&e. 
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in 1393 he was seen to be firmly on the bishop's side. 1 Robert Mascall 
was especially generous to his household; at least four were collated 
to canonries and prebends of Hereford. John De~forQ, · his first 
commissary-general and one of those commissioned to treat with 
Trefnant's executors over dilapidations1 was collated to Putson Minor 
in 1406. 2 John Pavy, his chancellor and second commissary-general was 
collated in 1409 to the prebend of Cublington. 3 John Sutton, his 
household steward and registrar was collated first to Munslow rectory 
and then to a canonry and the prebend of Colwall. 4 John Stanewey, his 
commissary from 1409 on was collated to Cublington on Pavy's death in 
1414. 5 
Bishop Polton never visited his diocese but all the work was 
carried out by Wb lter Estone and in December 1421 he was rewarded 
with the canonry and prebend of Huntington. However he moved on when 
. 6 Polton was translated, and had vacated h•~ prebend by February 1422. 
Bishop Spofford put forward at least one candidate, John Berewe, who 
had become rector of St. Owen's, Hereford in 1414, was appointed 
conmissary-genecal.: in August 1423 and in 1424 became archdeacon of 
7 Hereford and in 1429 canon and prebendary of Withington Parva. In 
1. Reg. Trefnant, 5, 11, 174. In 1393 he was commissioned to -
execute the d e.cqna1 jurisdiction during the vacancy, met with 
the canons residenciary to organise the election and was witness .;.. 
to the protest of the bishop before the election. (Ibid. 50-6) 
2. Reg. Mascall, 4, 5, 7, 169. 
3. Ibid. 69, 174. 
4. Ibid. 172, 176. He was collated to Munslow by lapse, in 1410 he 
resigned and was collated again by the patron, John Boerley. 
(Ibid. 175.) 
5. Ibid. 71, 179. He went on to become dean of Hereford sane time 
before 1430. (Fasti, 5.) 
6. Re&• Po1ton, 11-2; D & 0 1176(no. 2788) 
7. Re&• Maacall, 160; Re&• Spofford, 39, 41, 352, 356. He also went -
on to become dean of Hereford in 1446.(Fasti, 5.) 
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Boo t h 's episcopate William Burghill was the bishop's official and 
vi c ar-general and commissary from the start of his episcopate and 
one of his proctors to receive installation and induction on t he 
bishop's behalf. In 1519 he was collated to the treasurership of the 
cathedral and in 1522 to the canonry and prebend of Pyon Parva. 1 
The above are examples only and by no means an exhaustive list. 
Indeed it is impossible to compile one because of the lack of source 
mat erial. However it is a valuable example of the bishop's use of 
patronage and it is significant that t~e monastic bishops, especially 
Spofford and Myllyng who were previously abbots of great houses, were 
far more likely to seek their officials at least from the established 
ranks of canons rather than the other way round, presumably since 
their previous household was taken from the inmates of their ·· 
monasteries. 
The deanery was the only elective office of the chapter and the 
election was carried out by a chapter specially summoned for that ·. 
purpose. All the canons, both residenciary and absent were entitled 
to a summons and a vote in that election either in person or by proxy. 
The bishop's part was restricted, as in the case of monastic elections, 
to issuing the conge d'elire and examining the processes after the 
event and either confirming the election anaissuing a mandate for 
the installation of the dean, or, if there was good reason, annulling 
it. If the election was annulled or if the chapter failed to proceed 
to an election within the usual term of six months then the bishop 
was allowed to collate to the vacancy. 
Inevitably simply because the procedure was so routine very few 
accounts of elections to the deanery exist, either in the dean and 
1. Reg. Booth, 12, 13, 14, 332, 334. 
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chapter archives or in the bishop's registers. Details of only one 
election survive from the four ·~~th century , that crf John Prophet 
in 1393 , and this election was exceptional in that bishop Trefnant 
insisted on both his undoubted right to the jurisdiction of t he 
decanal office during the vacancy and a doubtful right to be present 
at and take part in the election. 1 Indeed it was through Trefnant 
that the Holy Spiri t directed the choice of the new dean, John 
Prophet and the rest of the chapter were content to echo t his. 2 Iri 
no other decanal election of Hereford for which there is evidence 
was the bishop present, and in a document surviving in the dean and 
chapter archives, Trefnant recognises the exceptional nature of his 
action and disclaims any intention~o infringe the rights of the 
dean and chapter. 3 In another disclaimer before the election he was 
also careful to protect the rights of the bishop to quash t he election 
should there be good reason. 
In 1419 there was a brief commission for the induction of John 
Baysha.nfnto the deanery, mentioning that ine results of th~election 
had been presented to the bishop i:n the parish church of Whitbourne 
and that after examination and opportunity for objection, bishop 
Lacy had conft•rmed the election. 4 A slightly more detailed account 
of an election of a dean in the early fifteenth century is found 
in bishop Spofford's register when he confirmed the election of 
5 Henry Shelford as dean after the death of John Stanewey. However 
1. Reg. Trefnant, 50-3. 
2. Ibid. 57-8. 
3. D & C 1108 (no. 2458) 
4. D & C 1171 (no. 1457. ) 
5. Reg. Spofford, 179-80. 
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the emphasis was on the bishop's part, the granting of the licence to 
elect and the confirmation in St. Catherine's chapel next to the cath-
edral, consequently the process of election is hardly mentioned. 
Bishop Stanbury's register goes into the election of John ap 
Richard in considerable detail; this, however, was in order to quash 
the election on the grounds of undue influence on the chapter, and the 
account of the election was shown to be fictitious. Nevertheless a 
plausible election is described with some detail, and this throws some 
light on the procedures. 1 This is augmented by an account in l~ayew' s 
reg ister of the election of Edmund Froucet~r, 2 and a very detailed 
account is given in Booth's register of the election of Gamaliel 
Clifton, Froucetur~ successor. 3 In each case the details come from 
those documents presented to the bishop for the process of examining 
and confirming the election, and probably for this reason no mention is 
made of the bishop's cong~ d'~lire, a feature of earlier accounts. It 
is unlikely that the bishops of Hereford had allowed this right to 
lapse. 
From these accounts the first stage of an election was a meeting 
in chapter by the canons residenciary a few days after the death or 
resignation of the past dean, to set a date for the election, usually 
about a month ahead.4 Since all canons, residenciary or not, were 
entitled to vote, citations to the election were affixed to the stall 
of every absent canon by the verger. On the appointed day and time, 
1. Reg. Stanbury, 71-83. 
2. Reg. Mayew, 156-161. 
3. Reg. Booth, 209-229. 
4. Mayew notified the chapter on Dec. 19th 1513 of the resignation 
of Wolsey, the chapter met on Dec. 2oth and set Friday Jan. 21st 
as th·& date of the election. Froucetur died on May 16th 1529, 
the chapter met on May 28th and set July 5th as the election date. 
Berew died an April 6th 1462, the chapter met on April 24th and 
set June 14th as the election date. 
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all those who wished to be present gathered at the cathedral, where, 
along with numbers of sightseers, wellwishers and o~hers ( for the 
election of a new dean was not just of importance to the clergy ) , 
they celebrated mass at the High Altar and heard a sermon and prayers 
directed at their forthcoming task. Proceeding to the ch~pter house, the 
next stage was to appoint one of the canons to take charge of the 
proceedings~ and to establish whoof the canons were present, who were 
to be represented by proctors and who were contumaciously absent. Of 
interest is the fact that James Goldwell, the original choice in 1462 
and Richard Pede, the eventual dean by the bishop's collation, were 
both absent from the election, as had been John Prophet in 1393, none 
of whom appointed proctors, while Gamaliel Clifton's proctor did not 
vote in the election and only Edmund Froucetur was present (it is not 
clear whether in person or by proctor) at his election in 1513. John 
ap Richard, the deposed candidate in 1462, ·was also present in person 
at the election: in order to impose his wishes, according to his 
objectors. Two of these three accounts do give some details of the 
numbers present at the election. In 1462 fifteen canons were present 
personally, while another eight were represented by proctors chosen from 
among the canons, and five were absent. In 1529 thirteen canons were 
1 present, eight were represented by proctors, and seven were absent. 
These figures compare quite favourably with those for the election 
of John Prophet in 1393 when eleven canons were present (only two of 
them were not residenciaries) and another four were represented by 
proctors, 2 but the lack of figures for other elections makes it 
1. Reg. Stanbury, 74-75; Reg. Booth, 214. 
2. Reg. Trefnant, 57-58. 
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impossible to know whether these numbers were usual . I t does suggest 
though that the decline in t he numbers of residenciary canons was not 
a symptom of overall lack of interest on the part of the canons . 
After the numbers had been r ecorded and the absentees declared 
contumacious, the canons,together with a notary public to r ecor d the 
proceedings and some witnesses, went into the chapter house. The f irst 
decisi on there was the form which the election was to take. Three 
methods were possible; by inspiration of the Holy Ghost , by bal l ot 
(scrutinatio), or by compromise. The third method was usually onl y used 
in the e~t of failure to reach a decision by the first two methods. 
The elections of 1393 and 1513 were both decided by inspiration: in 
1393 it came throug h the bishop , in 1513 'each one suddenly overcome 
by divine inspiration, without any previous nomination or discussion 
agreed, and unanimously and simultaneously chose Edmund Froucetur as 
our dean by acclamation•. 1 Other elections were decided by ballot . 
after three scrutineers had been appointed from among the canons. In 
1462 the canons claimed that t hey proceeded by ballot to elect James 
Goldwell, but in the account afterwards quashed by the bishop as fal se, 
it was claimed tha~ because they could not agree they had granted to 
William Middleham, the precentor, the right to choose John ap Richard, 
the treasurer, on their behalf. 2 In 1529 the three scrutineers were 
Roland Philips, the precentor, Nicholas Walwen the treasurer, and 
David Walker, a canon residenciary. First of all, . two of them 
inquired and then checked the vote of the third, and after their 
1. 'unusquisque divina inspiracione repente; nulla nominacione 
nulloque tractatu specifico precedente, in venerabilem virum 
magistrum Edmund Froucetur virum utique providum etc. consenciit 
et eum voce simul ac unanimiter omnes et ~inguli in decanum 
nostrum elegerunt.' 
2. Reg. Stanbury, 77. 
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votes the rest of the canons voted and their votes were recorded . 
The voting was secret at t he time, but written down for later 
scrutiny by the bishop, and each persons vote was read out and 
made public. Gamaliel Clifton was elected by a substantial. ma jority 
but John Elton a lias Baker ga ined four votes . The votin3 ~oak place 
over two days and each person voting g ave reas ons for his choice . 
For the most part they attributed their choice to the conventional 
virtues of a good life, honesty , chastity and learning . However, 
the chancellor, William Hulle, revealed another consideration: 
since Gamaliel Clifton was very dear and loved of the king he was 
for that reason more able to defend the rights of the church. 1 
John Oliver, as proctor for Ranulph Pole, gave as one of the reasons 
for his choice that Gamaliel Clifton was of distinguished parentage. 2 
When the votes were put together, the collation was made on 
three grounds: numbers, zeal and merit. No doubt the first was of 
the greatest importance and the other two followed on. Again it is 
significant that besides the usual clerical virtues, his closeness 
to the king, loyalty to his country and usefulness to the church 
were also canvassed. Straight after the election all the details 
were written down by the notary and then made public; in 1529 
singing 'Te Deum Laudamus' all the canons went in procession to the 
High Altar , and there Humphrey Ogle declared the election in 'the 
vulgar tongue'. The next stage was to get the assent of the new 
dean to hts election. In the case of Gamaliel Clifton in 1529 he was 
not even in the cathedral, so proctors appointed by the chapter 
1. Reg. Booth, 219. 
2. Emden (Oxford), 141 describes him as the son of Sir Gervase 
Clifton of Clifton. Notts. 
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approached J ohn Oliver alias Smythe, Clifton's proc tor. Oliver demanded 
time for reflection, c laiming that he had not been~ told what t o 
answer in this matter, but soon agreed a nd put his assent in wr i ting . 
Si milarly Robert Kent, Froucetur's proctor in 1513 , protested t ha t 
his master was unworthy before agreeing to the election on his 
behalf. In the false account of the 1462 election it was claimed 
t hat J ohn ap Richard t oo made a show of reluctance and demanded 
time to consider before agreeing . This ended the election itself 
and thereupon the chapter was dissolved after electing proctors 
to present the records of the election to the bishop and to seek 
his assent. The bishop appointed a due date to consider the matter, 
and if no objections were raised he duly confirmed the election , 
and proceeded to institute and induct the new dean. 
Finally mention should be made of three deans who were not 
elected; this occurred in the middle of the fourteenth century . In 
1361 there was a dispute when William Ferriby was given a royal 
grant of the deanery, 1 while William Birmingham was provided by 
Urban v. 2 Birmingham obtained possession , but in 1375, when senile, 
exchanged the deanery at the curia with John de Middleton for the 
church of Berkswell. 3 The bishop did not accept the exchange, and 
on the death of Birmingham collated the deanery to John Harold. The 
pope concurred in this, and Harold was also papally provided to 
4 
the deanery. 
1. C.P.R. 1361-4, 44. 
2 . C.P.P. I 385 , 398-9. 
3 . W.W.Capes (ed.), Charters and Records of Hereford Cathedral 
(London, 1908), 240-1. 
4. D & C 1068 no.2892. Charters and Records, 239-46 . 
151 
It is clear f rom the foregoing that the chapter at Hereford was 
a:,• very disparate gr oup and it would be beyond the scope of this 
thesis, even if sources allowed, to examine the individuals who made 
up this body over the two hundred years considered. However some 
things can be said a~t the chapter as a body. First of all the 
question of educ a tion; it is generally accepted that graduates formed 
an increasingly large proportion of chapters in the later middle 
ages and that by t he time of the reformation very few of the 
higher clergy were non-graduates. The evidence, even from such a poor 
see as Hereford, bears this out. 
During the period from 1327 to 1535 it is true to say that more 
graduates than non-graduates held canonries and dignities of . 
1 non-
Hereford. Over the whole period only six prebends had morehgraduates 
than graduates; Eigne , Ewithington, Hampton, Norton, Putson Major, 
and Withington P.o.rva. Although four of these were worth less than £5 
it is not true to say that t h.e p9orer prebends were more likely to 
be occupied by non-graduates since others, equally poor, had a very 
high proportion of graduates f Pyon P<lrva was occupied by eighteen 
graduates and thre~ non-graduates, Pratum Maius by fourteen graduates 
and six non-graduates, Episcopi by fourteen graduates and seven non-
graduates. In all nine of the prebends were ocupi>ed by at least twice 
1. See Table 4, 152. For details of degrees I have generally 
relied on those given in the Fasti witha few additions from 
Emden and the bishops' _registers. I have included in my 
calculations those who were collated, papally provided or 
presen~by the king but did not gain possession as their. 
qualifications had no bearing on the reasons for this. One 
person may have held more than one prebend or dignity but has 
been counted for his possession of each prebend or dignity, 
but only once if he held the same prebend more than once. 
2. For values of prebends see Table 2, 125. 
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Table 4 
Graduates and non- graduates in the Dean and Chapter of Hereford 
-For details of degrees I have relied mainly on those given in the Fasti 
with a few additions from the bishops ' registers and Emden. I have 
included in my calculations those who were collated, papally provided , 
or given grants by t he king even where they did not gain possession. 
One person may have held more than one prebend or dignity, and has then 
been counted for his possession of each; but he is counted only once 
for each time that he may have held the same prebend. 
Graduates Non- Graduates 
!All E M L !All E M L I 
- - 16 Dean 117 6 4 7 2 4 0 I 
Archdeacon of Hereford 113 4 4 5 I 2 2 0 0 I 
Archdeacon of Salop 115 2 6 7 I 7 4 2 2 I 
Precentor 116 6 5 5 112 7 4 1 I 
Treasurer 120 4 6 10 116 8 5 3 I 
Chancellor 117 5 6 6 I 9 6 3 0 I 
Bartonsham In 3 3 5 I 6 3 2 1 I 
Bullinghope 12 8 2 2 110 6 2 2 I 
Curch Withington 10 3 5 2 7 5 2 0 I 
Col wall 9 1 4 4 8 5 3 0 I 
Cublington 8 2 5 1 6 4 0 2 I 
Eigne 9 2 1 6 13 2 9 2 I 
Episcopi 14 2 3 9 7 4 3 0 I 
Ewithington 7 3 2 2 12 7 4 1 I 
Gorwell & Overbury 14 2 3 9 5 2 3 0 I 
Hampton 3 0 2 1 6 3 1 2 I 
Hinton 9 3 4 2 9 5 4 1 I 
Hunderton 10 3 4 3 8 6 2 0 I 
· Huntington 15 4 6 5 2 2 0 0 I 
Inkbert"o"' 11 5 2 4 8 4 2 2 I 
Moreton & Whaddon 20 7 6 7 11 6 3 2 I 
Moreton Magna 13 3 6 4 6 5 1 0 I 
Moreton Parva 21 6 11 4 6 4 2 0 I 
Nonnington 7 3 1 1 3 0 2 1 I 
Norton 11 3 2 6 13 7 4 2 I 
Pion Parva 18 2 6 10 3 1 1 1 I 
Pratum Maius 14 2 5 7 6 2 2 2 I 
Pratum Minus 113 1 6 7 6 4 1 1 I 
Preston I 9 2 4 3 6 2 3 1 I 
Putson Major 110 4 3 3 12 7 4 1 I 
Putson Minor I 8 1 3 4 7 3 2 2 I 
War ham 117 4 9 4 12 7 3 2 I 
Wellington 115 6 6 3 I 8 2 3 3 I 
Withington Parva I 9 3 6 0 In 6 3 2 I 
Key: All=1327-1535, E=early=1327-1400, M=middle=1400-1475, L=late=1475 on. 
153 
as many graduates as non-graduates 1 and of the dignities, the 
deanery and the two archdeaconries had a similar prepo nderance of 
gr aduates over non-graduates. 
However figures for the whole period cover significant increases 
in the number of graduates betweeothe beginning of the period and the 
end. During the period 1337 to 1400 only the deanery, the archdeaconry 
of Hereford, and the prebends of Huntingt on, Nonnington and Pyon Parva 
had twice as many graduates as non-graduates and the remaining 
dignities and no less than fifteen of the prebends had more non-
2 graduates than graduates. Between 1400 and 1475 the number of 
graduates incr~ed significantly and only the prebends of ·Eigne, 
Ewithington, Nonnington, Norton, and Putson Major were occupied by 
more non-graduates than graduates, although in the case of Eigne 
by nine non-graduates to one graduate. However in a turn around from 
the previous century the deanery was occupied by four graduates and 
four non-graduates. The two archdeaconries, the ch~ncellorship and 
fifteen prebends3 had at least twice as many graduates as non-graduates 
although the only overlap from the previous period was ·.in the , 
archdeaconry of Hereford and the prebends of Huntington and Pyon 
Parva. By the last third of the period though it was becoming unusual 
for a non-graduate to be collated to a Hereford prebend or dignity. 
No non-graduates were appointed to the deanery, the archdeaconry of 
1. 
~-< 
3. 
These were, Episcopi, Gorwell, Moreton Magna, Moreton Parva, 
~onnipg.t.on,Pyon Parva, Pratum Maius, Pratum Minus. 
·· ~ - · · .~ - . 
- These were Church Withington, Colwall, Cublington, Episcopi, 
Ewi~hington, Hampton, Hinton, Hunderton, Norton, Pratum Minus, 
Moreton Magna, Putson Major, Putson Minor, Warham, Withington 
Parva. · 
These were Church Withington, Cub ling ton, Hampton, Hunderton, 
Huntinaton, Moreton arid Whaddon, Moreton Magna, Moreton Parva, 
Pyon Pirva, Pratum Maiua, Pratum Minus, War ham, Well in ton, and 
Within&ton Pcu-va. 
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of Herefor d, the chance llorshi p and eight of the prebends . 1 All the 
dignities and twenty- thr ee of t he twenty-eight prebey~ds had at least 
twice as many graduates as non-graduates2 and only three prebends, 
Cublington, Hampton and Withington Parva were occupied by more non-
graduate s than graduates. 
While the chapter a t Hereford always remained open t o non-gr aduates 
it became progressively less likel y that they would be collated and as 
t he number of graduates increased so did the number of t hose appointed 
to t he Hereford chapter. However a degree did not make i t any more 
likely that its holder would be appointed to one of the wealthier 
~rebends ; other facXQrs determined that . Nor was a non-graduate likely 
to remain longer in " prebend t han a graduate or the reverse, although 
in the latter part of the period those prebends with more non-graduates 
or a low proportion of graduates to non-grad~~tes were held by 
relatively few people for a long time, thus distorting the statistics 
somewhat. In the last third of the period, the greater the number of 
holders of a preend or dignity, the greater the number of graduates 
was likely to be3 and only the treasurers hip was occupied by more than 
two non-graduates. 
Another important topic in relation to the chapter as a whole, 
that has exercised t he minds of both contemporary critics and later 
historian has been the question of residence at their cathedral by 
1. These were, Church Withington, Colwall, Episcopi, ~orwell, 
Hunderton, Huntington, Moreton Magna, Moreton Parva. 
2. Bullinghope and Wellington were the only prebends to have more 
graduates than non-graduates but not twice as many. 
3. e.g. Treasurer, ten graduates, three non-graduates 
Archdeacon of Herefordjseven graduates,no non-graduates 
Episcopi, seven graduates, no non-graduates 
Gorwell, nine graduates, no non-graduates 
Pyon Parva, ten graduates, one non-graduate 
Pratum ·'Minus, seven graduates, one non-graduate 
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members of the chapter. 1 When cathedral chapten; were formed it was 
intended that all canons should be resid\ent at thei~ cathedral, 
assisting the bishop and carryl.'ng out the spiritual a nd administrative 
tasks of cathedral and di ocese, but from t he thirteenth century on a 
number of circumstances militated against this. First of all, the 
growing need for administrators by both church and state could best be 
filled by educated clergy who occupied these chapte~ and conversely 
the need to reward such men led to vacancies in cathedral chapter being 
fil led by non-resident administrators. Earlier pages of this chapter 
have given many examples of this. Secondly the increase in pluralism 
meant that individuals mi ght hold canonries in more than one cathedral 
as well as other benefices. 2 Nevertheless this was not always regarded 
as an evil especially by contemporaries. In the return of plur~\ists in 
archbishop •.lLangham 's . register in 1366 , Roger de Otery, a canon of 
Hereford among others, wrote a spirited defence of pluralism. 3 As one 
of bishop tewis Charlton's hou~ehold he was very active in the diocese 
without being a residenciary. As benefices came to be regarded as ·· · 
portable commodities rather than spiritual duties,loyalty decreased and 
movement between canonries became commonplace and there was less reason 
to be resident. Lastly, at Hereford, at least, the money available to 
distribute among the canons residenciary declined from about the middle 
of the fourteenth century4 and it came to be accepted that residenciary 
1. For a discussion on residence generally see Edwards, op. cit . 
chapter 1, and at Hereford, Bannister, The Cathedral Church of 
Hereford, Appendix N, 156. 
2. Under canon law it was possible to hold one benefice with cure 
and one benefice without cure and be dispensed to hold other 
benefices without cure. A canonry was considered to be a 
benefice without cure. 
3. Reg. Langham, 44-5. A translation of this defence is given in 
Pantin, op. cit. 40. 
4. Edwards, op. cit. 46, quoting CanonCapes. 
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canons should have sufficient, alternative income to support the 
requirements of hospitality that residence imposed upon them. In 1372 
Pope Gregory XI had forbidden, on pain of excommunication, the custom 
at Hereford and other cathedrals of requiring candidates for r es idence 
to~east other canons and vicars for forty days continuously. He estimated 
that this cost £100 and if it was not deemed sufficient then the 
candida~e had to start again. 1 Toe fact that this statute was printed 
in Boo th's register suggests that it had not been obeyed during the 
onehundred and fifty years since its first publication, and another 
entry supports this. In 1517 the chapter requested the bishops help 
against one of their number, Hugh Grene, who was trying to come into 
residence before he was entitled to.They claimed that he was unable to 
continue hospitality as a residenciary should and that he was going 
against a s tatute promulgated four years ea~lier which had laid dowm 
that none sould be admitted to residence without land or other means 
to continue hospitality. 2 The reason given for this statute was the 
poverty of the common fund. 
The duties of the chapter were gradually adapted to fit the 
pattern of an only partially resident chapter . Their main duty, the 
singing of services , was taken over by the establishment of a body of 
vicars choral3 while the residenciary canons were always sufficient to 
maintain priests for the services. Their numbers too, were adequate for 
the administration of the cathedral and chapter estates, and the 
disadvantages of residenc~were compensated for by the opportunity it 
gave to lease lands and tenements on favourable terms. How big was this 
1. Reg. Booth, 252-4. There is no record of this statute in the 
Calendar of Papal Letters. 
2 . Ibid. 29; Bannister, op. cit. 157. No judgement by the bishop is 
given. 
3. See \1b~. 
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body of residenciaries? I t has been estimated1 that, at Hereford, in 
the f irst half of the fourteenth century about twel~e to fifteen canons 
were· residf'_·,~t, but after the i ncome from mass pence, which were one of 
the major sources of i ncome for the residenciaries, was almost halved 
in the middle of the century there were seldom more than eight or nine 
canons in residence. When the chapter met to set a date for the election 
of the new dean in 1393, the precentor and eigh t canons r esidenciary 
were\present. 2 For the rest of the p ~r:1od under review, the figures 
I 
varied between six and nine . In 1406 eight canons residenciary went to 
London to put their case against the mayor of Hereford, 3 while in 1510 
six signed a letter to the bishop i n support of Hugh Grene. 4 At the 
chapter to set a date for the election of the dean in 1529, the 
archdeacon of Salop, the treasurer and five other canons were present. 5 
The presence of the treasurer and the archdeacon, both of whom were 
als9Prebendaries , is a reminder that the number of residenciary canons 
was often augmented by the presence of archdeacons who were expected to 
be resident in the diocese (although not always in practice) and one 
or more of the dignitaries ( the precentor was also expected to be 
resident). While the number of canons in residence at any one time 
might be l ow, the number of canons who had made. a period of residence at 
some time was very much higher. Kany of the canons who originally came 
to Hereford in the household of one of the bishops stopped on after his 
death and then became resident, othe"i·s! made a pe::-iod. of roesi:dence· and ~ 
1. EdwarQ5~op. cit. 74-5. Her figures are taken from the account rolls 
showing the amount of mass pence paid out. 
2. Reg. ~refnant, 96. 
3. Reg. r.'u%call, 96-103. 
4. Reg. Mayew, 103. 
5. Reg. Booth, 213 • 
. 
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t hen moved on to o t he r occupations . A f ew spent the whole of thei r 
~~·eers as residenciaries of Hereford . This pattern ~i d change slightly 
in the sixteenth century when shorter periods of residence became l ess 
common and the majority of t he canons res idenciary held office for many 
years. 
It can be argued that the division between residenciaries and non-
residenciaries i s something of a· false one . Although much of the 
administrative work of the chapter was carried out by residenciaries, 
t he numbers who had been involved at some stage in their lifetime was 
much greater than the bar~umbers at any given time . Greater still were 
the number of canons who played some part in chap ter affairs, as friends 
elsewhere in church and state , and who responded to major events such 
as elections or court cases. Per haps the real divide i s betwten those 
to whom a canonry of Hereford meant some ki nd of responsibility and 
those to whom it was merely a source of income. 
So far this chapter has concentrated on the individuals who made 
up the chapter at Hereford over the period from 1327 to 1535, and the 
part played in their careers by king, pope, and bishop. However, 
although members of the chapter were usually collated by the bishop and 
individuals might be close associates or servants of the bishop, the 
chapter as a body was independent of the bishop and frequently opposed 
to him. f.he rights of the chapter, whether resident or non-resident, 
were those of a legal corporation, and like other legal entitiies 
they were jealous of their rights and anxious to preserve them, and 
even extend them, wherev~r possible. Inevitably this led to clashes 
with the bishop where their rights impinged on his, or either party 
sought accidently,or on purpose, to intrude on the other~s sphere of 
responsibility. The most long-running of these disputes was over the 
bishop's right ~Q visit the chapter • 
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One of the most jeafusl y guarded privileges of the chapter, and 
~ 
one most frequently challenged by the bishops of Hereford was that of 
exemption from episcopal visitation. From the middle of the thirteenth 
cen~~ry onwards t he bishops of most of the English secular cathedral 
had successfully asserted their righ t to vis it their chapters. 1 
Hotwever at Hereford resistance c ontinued, and although some of the 
evidence is ambiguous , it seems that the chapter did not finally give 
way to the bishop until 1677. 2 The chapter of Hereford based their 
right of exemption on privileges of immunity granted by Pope Innocent 
IV and Pope Gregory X, although no evidenotfor this remai ns. 3 At the 
beginning of the f ourteenth century bishop Orleton had been rebuffed 
by the chapter in his attempt to include them in his visitation of the 
diocese on the above grounds, but in the following year he obtained from 
Pope John XXII a faculty 'to visit and correct the dean and chapter 
notwithstanding any custom to the contrary•. 4 However this visitation 
was never carried out and his successors were for-ced to start again. 
One unexpected defender of the status quo was bishop Trefnant who 
sided with the chapter when archbishop Courtenay attempted to hold a 
metropolitan visitation of the cathedral. Trefnant interpreted this 
5 
as an attack on his own authority and so protested to the archbishop. 
The visitation was not carried out but the threat still remained. 
After Trefnant's death in 1404, during the vacancy of the see, the 
president and chapter of Heref0rd sent a protest to the Holy See against 
a proposed visitation of the cathedral by the archbishop of Canterbury 
1. Edwards, op. cit. 129. Bishop Grosseteste of Lincoln was the first 
to establish the right of visistation. 
2. Bannister, op. cit. 180. 
3. Ibid. 176. 
4. Quoted in Bannister, op. cit. 176. 
5. R•i• ·Trefnant, 118-125. 
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or his vicar-general, Walter Frompton. 1 This appeal clearly made matters 
worse as a third protest, drawn up just over a week l~ter, records that 
the chapter of Hereford had been excommunicated in this connection and 
although the notice of this appeal was made to Walter Frampton he was 
not deterred from plac i ng the c~urch of Hereford under an interdict. 2 
Six weeks later, however, Walter Frampton backed down and wi thdre·o~~ his 
notice of visita tion. 3 
In 1427, on March 6th, bishop Spofford, a most conscientious pastor, 
but one who had already had clashes of authority with t he chapter , 
tentatively sought to visit the cathedral while protesting that he did 
not wish to offend against the privileges and liberties of the church. 
The residenciary canons to whom he made this annotll~cment reasserted ·; _., . ~ 
their exemption. The bishop withdrew but explicitly without prejudice 
·to hims.e\f or his successors, and commanded the notary who was present 
to record the details. 4 The most puzzling incident came in 1450 with an 
entry in bishop Beauchamp's register stating that he had held and 
exercised a full visitation in the chapter house. 5 It seems unlikely 
that he was unaware of the controversy this had aroused in the past, 
or that the dean and chapter allowed the bishop to carry out a 
visitation without protest, but no other details are recorded either 
in the bishop's register or in the dean and chapter archives and the 
successors of both Beauchamp and the dean and chapter ignored this entry 
and continued to behave as if a visitation had never taken place. In 
1. D & C, 1144 (no. 1852). 
2. Ibid.- 1145.(no 1557). 
3. Ibid. 1145. (no. 1549). 
4. Reg. Spofford, 102. The canons claimed that the grant of privileges 
was recorded in the register of 'St. Richard, once bishop of the 
said church 1 • 
5. Rei• Beauchamp, 11. 
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1522, bishop Booth sent notice to Edmund Froucetur, the dean, of his 
intention to visit t he cathedral on April 4th: On April 3rd the bishop 
arrived in Hereford and was escorted to the west door of the cathedral 
by the dean, precentor and other canons, choristers and ministers but 
it was made clear by the dean that this attention was due to him as 
bishop and not as visitor. The bishop equally politely said that it 
was not his intention to go against the customs and privileges of the 
cathedral as long as they could be proved. 2 The next day in the 
chapter house the bishop again warned of his intention to hold a 
visitation on April 7th but when the day came, after viewing letters 
of exemption, the bishop refrained from the visitation. 3 
This was the last attempt in the period under review to visit the 
cathedral but it was not the end of the problem. Further unsuccessful 
attempts were made in 1542, 1562, and 1634. Only in 1677 did bishop 
Croft at last hold a visitation of the cathedral. 4 
Although visitation was the most long-running of the disputes 
between the bishop and the chapter over their respective rights it was 
far from being the only one as both were jealous of their prerogatives 
and unwilling to surrender any of them without a fight. Bishop John 
Trefnant, in this as in so many other matters, was prepared to uphold 
his legal rights on any and every occasion where he felt they were being 
infringed and in 1393, on the death of dean John Harold,he assumed the 
right to exercise the decanal jurisdiction during the vacancy and used 
the opportunity of his presence and that of a number of the chapter at 
1. Reg. Booth, 130. 
2. Ibid. 131. 
3. Ibid. 132. 
4. Bannister, op. cit. 178-80. 
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the funeral to debate that mattes and his right to pr ove dean Harold's 
will , in the chapter house beforehand . 1 In evidence he cited a case from 
the time of bishop Thomas Cantilupe and insisted that only if the chapter 
could show in denial of this claim apostolic privileges , statute or 
custom , would he revoke his commission. To prove that his motives were 
not purely mercenary, any _payments from the exercise of this jurisdiction 
would be put to such good use in the cathedral as seemed best to the 
chapter . There is no evidence that the chapter produced any evidence, 
not is there any evidence for past or futUre procedures in this matter, 
but there is little doubt that Trefnant had law on his side. However the 
chapter did use the opportunity to request the oblations offered at the 
funeral which, as the bishop was officiating,would have gone to him . 
Trefnant again pushed t he matter forward when faced with another example 
as he saw it, of the chapter's contumacy . Bishop John Gilbert had 
annexed the prebend of Bullinghope to the deanery in 1388 in orElef"' : to 
make better provision for the dean and ensure that he had a vote in the 
chapter, 2 but in 1393, after the death of John Harold and the election 
of John Prophet, Trefnant ignored this and tried to collate Richard 
Kingston to Bullinghope. The chapter refused to consent to his admission3 
but the bishop issued a mandate for his induction and demanded both 
canonical obedience from the canons and the regulation of the decanal 
jurisdiction during the vacancy.4 The chapter re~ed by excluding the 
bishop from the chapter house while they were considering the matter 
1. Reg. Trefnant, 51- 52. 
2. Reg. Gilbert, 97-98. The dean strictly speaking did not have a 
vote in the chapter unless he also held a canonry and prebend. 
3. Reg. Trefnant, 58. 
4. Ibid. 59. 
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and delay ing the answer. When the two sides failed to come to an 
agreement, Richard Kingston, with the support of tMe bishop, made 
an appeal to Rome which was delegated to the archbishop of Canterbury. 
The dean and chapter's case appeared strong. They had a papal bull 
agree ing to the union and~royal licence; 1 ~ mo~~ver, on the death of 
Nicholas Hethe in 1390 , th~ean, John Harold, was admitted to 
Bullinghope with the bishop's cionsent. 2 Trefnant did not allow this 
to deter him, but argued his case over a very wide range of issues. 
Among the more important was the assertion that the bull of Urban VI 
permitting the union was invalid, since his successor, Boniface, 
had revoked all graces, concessions, commissions etc. made by his 
predecessor, and that anyway the mandate had expired with the death 
of its author, since it had not then been implemented. 3 He also 
argued that the union would prejudice the rights of the king , since 
the deanery was elective and so could never fall into the king's 
hands during a vacancy. 4 As regards John Harold's admission to 
Bullinghope, that had been at Harold's petition and the bishop's 
collation; he was exercising his right , not surrendering it, and 
the terms of royal ratification of it were invalid, because the 
papal bull had been invalid. 5 The case dragged on: the bishop 
offered by way of compromise to create a new prebend out of his 
own estates to be combined with the deanery , but the dean and 
chapter refused. 6 Ultimately the decision went in favour of the 
1. Reg. Trefnant, 70, 73; Reg . Gilbert, 197 . 
2. Reg. Tr~fnant, 63 
3. Ibid. 75- 76. 
4. Ibid. 77-78. 
5. Ibid. 64, 74. 
5. Ibid. 92:-94. 
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bishop, a bull of Boniface annulled the union in 1397 , 1 and no 
further action was taking attempting to link the deanery with one 
parti cular prebend . 
Trefnant's disputes with the chapter were broug ht on by his 
own determination to uphold every one of his rig hts ; Spofford's , 
thirty years later, were exacerbated by the weakness of his position. 2 
Traditionally only the dean would swear an oath of canonical 
obedience to t he bishop, and the rest of the chapter swore theirs 
to the dean. 3 However,John Santon, the bishop's procto~presented 
to the chapter the papal bull of appointment and letters requiring 
obedience of the chapter. They protested that, while they wished to 
comply with the letters, they owed no obedience to the bishop, nor 
could they offer it to him . 4 Less than two years l ater the chapter 
offered another rebuff to the bishop , when, in 1424, Robert Haliday 
claimed on their behalf the offerings given to the bishop when he 
celebrated High Mass in the cathedral . 5 The bishop based his claim 
to the offering on canon law, and Robert Haliday his on the constit-
utions and privileges of the chapter . The outcome is not recorded. 
The bishop could stand firm too~over the receipt of his proper 
dues when he was present in the cathedral. In 1451 bishop Boulers 
forced an acknowledgement from the dean and chapter that when the 
bishop attended matins in the cathedral he, like the canons, was 
entitled to loaves from the canons' bakehouse, and when he attended 
mass, he too should receive the silver for wine "viz 8d". 6 The 
1. Reg. Trefnant, 98-100. 
2. See chapter 2 , ~o - \ . 
3. Edwardes, op.cit. 122 . 
4. Reg. Spofford, 19-20. 
5. Ibid. 46. 
6. Reg. Boulers, 16-17. 
165 
issue of obedience owed by t he chapter was also raised again in May 
1510 when Edmund Froucetur was collated to the prebend of Putson. 
The president and chapter refused to install and induct hi m, as they 
understood he had taken an oath of corporal obedience to t h e bishop . 
The bishop claimed that this was in the accustomed canonical form 
and that the chapter's contumacy was due to ignorance. The c hapter 
held out for two months, but then gave way "recalling prudently 
the statutes of church and chapter and the displeasure of the 
bishop. "l Mayew too was quick to act against the dean when he 
exceeded his power by excommunicating the janitor of the bishop's 
palace of Hereford. 2 He was an episcopal official, and as such beyond 
the jurisdiction of the dean. 
There was one important right of the bishop that the dean and 
chapter could not deny, and which, on occasions,~~found very useful . 
Although the dean held ordinary jurisdiction over the chapter, 
cathedral, close and deanery of Hereford, the bishop was the first 
line of appeal and he had the right to intervene if the dean was 
neglecting his duty or if there was a dispute. In some cases he 
was called in by the chapter if it was a particularly sensitive 
issue or if they required support. One such issue was the question 
of burials in the cemetery at Allensmore. In November 1346 the bishop 
issued a mandate ordering the dean to forbid any further burials 
in the cemetery of Allensmore. This mandate, however, was issued 
at the instigation of the chapter, since the dead of Allensmore were 
1. Reg. Mayew, 96-97. 
2. Ibid. 168. 
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s upposed to be buried at the cathedral, and mortuary fees paid to 
t he dean and chapter. Bishop Orleton had dedi cated t n e new cemetery at 
Allens more only for the poor and children, but now it was being used 
by t he wealthy, despite monitions to the contrary; and further, the 
bishop claimed it had been polluted by bloodshed. 1 When t h e 
pari shioners failed to comply he put them under an i nterdict. 
In 1384 bishop Gilbert used his authority to appoint Richard 
Cornewaille as master of the grammar school at Hereford , as the 
chancellor had refused to nominate. 2 This again was not a straight-
forward exercise of his authority, but an attempt to solve a problem 
for the chapter . After the death of Thomas Hakeluyt in 1375, although 
Nicholas Hereford had held the office of chancellor de facto, he 
had been unable to establish a legal c laim to the office against 
the pope and the king, who also claimed a right to present through 
the translation of William Courtenay and had withheld the temporalities 
and granted them to Sir Peter de l a Mare. 3 Another sensitive issue 
which was allowed to lapse into the bishop's hands was the accusation 
in 1508 against Hugh Grene, a residenciary canon and prebendary 
of Pyon Parva, of obtaining his prebend simonaically. Reports of 
this had come to the bishop's ears during his visitation, and in 
1508 he ordered the chapter to investigate the matter, as it was 
their responsibility.4 The dean, being absent (Thomas Wolsey was 
dean of Hereford from 1509 to 1512), could not hear the case, so it 
was brought by the proctor before Thomas Morton, the archdeacon of 
1. Reg. Trillek, 105-6, 124. This interference led to a case in 
the court of Arches brought by the parishioners . For further 
details, see chapter 6, ¢01. 
2. Reg. Gilbert, 48. 
3. Ibid. 105-7. 
4. Reg. Mayew, 34. 
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Hereford and the president of the chapter, and s ix canons r es i denciary. 1 
The accusation and Hugh Grene 's reply were heard that year, but it 
was not until 1511 that witnesses were examined, 2 and after this, 
rather than be depr ived, Hugh Grene , with t he support of t he chapter, 
begged the bishop's favour in this matter that he might be allowed 
to resign . The chapter ' s letter pointed out that they had urged this 
course on Hugh Grene many times both for hi s good and for that of 
t he church . 3 Finally on May 5th 1511 Hugh Grene resigned Pion Parva 
and the next day was collated to Pratum Maius. 4 A case which had 
threatened embarrassment all round was settled to everybody's satis-
faction. 
Most of the time the bishop interfer ed· , however , it was to 
censure the negl ect of the dean and order correction. One instance 
was brought to bishop Trefnant's attention by King Richard II , who 
complained during a visit to the cathedral in 1391 that the row that 
resulted from chanting at subsidiary altars disturbed s ervices being 
celebrated in t he choir. 5 The bishop ordered the chapter to rectify 
this, and s ince John Harol d, the negligent dean , had died and there 
was now a new dean, something may have been done . More frequently 
it seems that complaints of the bishop resulted in l ittle more than 
a temporary improvement if that. This was especially true of Ledbury 
Hospital, the government of which had been assigned to the dean and 
chapter . Their s upervision was little more than nominal, and in 
1. Reg . Mayew , 35-38 . 
2 . Ibid . 39-47 . 
3 . Ibid. 47 , 103 . 
4. Ibid . 104. 
5. Reg . Trefnant, 20 . 
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1322 the pope himself had intervened. 1 In 1353 bishop Trillek ur ged 
the warden to correct and reform the errors and excess es of the 
brethren. The chapter t hen held a visitation, and issued injunctions 
for the reform of the hospital. 2 In 1398 dean John Prophet issued a 
new set of ordinances for the reform of the hospital. 3 Less than 
twenty years later bishop Spofford warned the dean and chapter that 
if they continued to neg lect to visit and reform Ledbury Hospital 
and the various prebends subject to their jurisdiction, then he 
would appoint others to do it. 4 
Ledbury Hospital was not the only responsibility to be neglected 
by the dean and chapter: in 1434 the state of the churchyard round 
the cathedral aroused Spofford's ire . It was being used for the 
winnowing of grain, and animals pastured there had dug up parts of 
buried bodies and other 'servile works' were being carried on. The 
dean and chapter were given twenty days to rectify the matter before 
the bishop took action. 5 In 1437 the bishop notified the dean and 
chapter that , since they had not repaired the chancel of Upton Bishop 
church of which they were rectors, nor augmented the portion of 
the vicar despite repeated warnings, he would decide the matter on 
a day to be appointed whether they appeared or not. 6 Spofford's 
successor, Beauchamp, in 1449 ordered the dean to proceed against 
certain open adulterers subject to his jurisdiction whose offences 
had been ignored; otherwise he, the bishop, would act for him. 7 
1. A.T.Bannister, 'The Hospital of St. Katherine at Ledbury', Trans. 
of the Woolhope Naturalists Field Soc. (1918), 63-65. 
2. Reg. Trillek, 196; D & C 974, no.1932. 
3. Bannister, loc.cit. 65. 
4. Reg. Spofford, 102. 
5. Ibid. 180-82. 
6. Ibid. 221. 
7. Reg. Beauchamp, 8-9. 
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Bishop Mayew, in addition to the cases already menti oned , inter-
vened in 1511 to warn t he dean and chapter to put a s top t o the open 
brawling between Roger Brayne and Henry Martyn, two of the residenciary 
c anons.
1 This appar ently was not t he first time the bishop had 
raised the matter, 2 and he warned t hem again to exercise t:heir 
authority. A year later he was again warning the hebdomodary and 
ana chapter to take action, this time against the association of 
certain· .of the canons with women of ill repute. 3 Agai n he emphasised 
t 'hat this formal moni tion was a las t resort, private warnings having 
been i gnored. These two incidents are a timely reminder that those 
incidents found in the bishop 's register must only have been the 
tip of the iceberg . Many others must have gone unrecorded, settled 
informally without recourse to legal process or ignored by the 
bishop as they were by the dean and chapter. Nevertheless the 
bishop and the dean and chapter did for the most part coexist 
peacefully and work together where necessary, and certainly in those 
cases where one side or the other was threatened by outside interference, 
notably in the chaptets relations with the city of Hereford. 
If there were disputes between the bishop and the chapter 
over their respective rights, relations with the city of Hereford 
were equally sensitive. The cathedral and close formed an enclave 
within the city, and its exemption from any jurisdiction of the city 
authorities was jealously guarded by the dean and chapter. The city 
authorities were equally suspicious of these rights and anxious to 
1. 
2. 
3. 
Reg. Mayew, 112. 
.' ••• egimus vobiscum sepenumero oretenus et per litteras et 
n~ios nostros de et super intollerabili discordia duorum 
confratrum.,, 1 
Ibid. 141. 
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test them wherever possible. Clashes between the chapter and the 
c ity authorities therefore were not infrequent, acri~onious and 
prolonged , each side appealing to higher authorities, secular or 
ecclesias tical where necessary. By the time of the period under review, 
there was a series of agreements between the dean and chapter on 
the one hand and the mayor and citizens of Hereford on the other, 
detailing their respective rights and liberties, but naturally their 
interpretation lay open to dispute in many cases. 
In 1389 a dispute had arisen over "certain outrages canmitted 
by the citizens", 1 and the two sides agreed to accept the a rbitration 
of the bishop (John Trefnant) and Sir John Clanwowe. A subsequent 
agreement revealed that these outrages included the removal of a 
certain wooden grating under the western gate of the churchyard of 
the cathedral, the tearing down of a small gate constructed in the 
middle of the great gate, the stopping of vehicles of the dean and 
chapter and their servants, of the fees of the king and of the dean 
and chapter, and of the suit of their tenants at their courts. 2 The 
decision of the arbitrators, including a third one if necessary, 
was to be given within a year, and meanwhile both sides were to 
refrain from taking legal action. The decision, when it came, 
broadly supported the dean and chapter. They were to have complete 
control of the cemetery and to have the right of carriage through 
it, and the servants and the tenants of the dean and chapter , when 
indicted for an offence, were not to be imprisoned until judgement 
was given upon them. The mayor and citizens were to refrain from 
1. D & C 1093, no.1491. 
2 . Ibid. 1095, no.2944. 
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extracting sums of money from both clergy and laity charged with 
offences which were the province of an ecclesiastical court. 1 Most 
of the documents dealing with the dispute appear fairly bland, but 
the inclusion of letters patent of Richard II dated November 21st 
1389, granting a licence to the dean and chapter to enclose the 
cemetery and lock it at night, 2 suggests that it had spread beyond 
the purely local level, and that the dean and chapter at least wer~ 
marshalling all the suppor~ it could get . 
Within a few years the dean and chapter were involved in yet 
another uispute with the mayor and citizens over their respective 
rights and privileges. The details are not given, but a series of 
documents recite the agreements reached between them in earlier 
centuries and record disagreements. 3 In particular they seem 
concerned with relations between tenants of the bishop and the dean 
and chapter in the city a nd suburbs of Hereford , and their respective 
rights of jurisdiction. The dispute that arose in 1406, however, 
when the mayor·• s sergeant and an associate entered the subtreasurer' s 
room and removed various weapons in violation of the dean and chapter's 
rights, is far better documented. Only one document is found in 
the dean and chapter archives: a letter from the archbishop of 
Canterbury, detailing the case put before him, and the statements 
of both sides and the submission of the wrongdoers. 4 The other 
1. D & C 1096 (no.2954). 
2. D & C 1094 (no.2227): there is also a duplicate transcript of 
this (2947). The reason given for this licence was to avoid the 
spoliation of the goods of the cathedral church, the burial of 
children without baptism, the exhumation of corpses by swine 
and other beasts, and other immoralities and misprisions. 
3. D & C 1126 (nos.1130-32),1134 (nos.2934-36; 2948- 52 , 2941-2). 
These documents are not dated, but are ascribed by the editors 
to early fifteenth century, with 2934-5 as '?c1400'. 
4. D & C 1150 (no.1154), from May 1407. 
172 
details leading up to the appearance before the archbishop are 
detailed in Mascall 's register. 1 In this case the c hapter was 
somewhat hinder ed by the absence of the dean. Immediately after the 
offence, the president and chapter demanded that John Mey , the mayor , 
deal with it: an his refusal they appealed to the bishop. The bishop 
duly took up the case and tried the soft approach first, writing 
to the mayor exhorting him to punish the offenders. The mayor denied 
the offences, whereupon the bishop interrogated the men concerned, 
Richard Barbour and John Orchard. They admitted breaking in, but 
refused to acknowledge their offence. (In the archbishop's letter 
they claimed they entered the chamber concerned with the consent 
of a monk who lived there - the subtreasurer (?) to investigate some 
stockfish alleged to have been stolen by this monk, and found not 
only the stolen fish, but also a stolen dagger which they removed 
along with some bows and arrows.) The bishop then threatened them 
with his ultimate weapon, excommunication. He wrote again to the 
mayor without success, and then to the chapter giving them permission 
to take the case to a higher authority, the court of Canterbury; he 
also wrote to the archbishop himself. He was still writing to the 
mayor and hoping for a friendly solution, but the chapter had had 
enough of the delay and expense, and sought a commission from the 
archbishop to warn the malefactors to submit within a certain time 
or be cited to appear before the archbishop. With this threat John 
Orchard submitted, but the mayor's sergeant, Richard Barbour, 
remained obdurate. The bishop now sent a letter to the president 
and chapter excommunicating the remaining wrongdoer, and rather 
1. Reg. Mascall, 96-103. 
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than publish it, they showed it to the mayor who stalled for a time 
~ 
and promised to discuss the matter . After wai ting i n vain for a 
reply, the chapter requested t he bishop t o c ite Richard Barbour 
and John Orchard t o appear before him. Again t he bishop announced 
the sentence of excommunication, and again the chapter held off 
publishing it, hoping to reach an agreement. Meanwhi l e the mayor 
and citizens had appealed to the Prince of Wales, claiming that they 
were being persecuted by t he chapter, and asking for the wit:r.drawal 
of his support for the chapter. Faced with this threat, the chapter 
used the occasion of a great council called by the king in London 
t o go and put their case. Besides the bishop and eight residenciary 
canons who all went, there were a number of non-resident canons 
including John Prophet, the former dean of Hereford and Keeper of 
the Privy Seal, and Richard Kingston who was also dean of Windsor. 
John Mey, the mayor, and other citizens of Hereford were also present, 
and it was at this stage that, finally, in the presence of the 
archbishop of Canterbury, the opposition proved too strong, John 
Barbour submitted, and the mayor swore that he did no t intend 
anything prejudicial to the church of Hereford or any canon: so 
ended the matter on this occasion. 
However bitter these disputes may have been while they lasted, 
the dean and chapter and mayor and citizens were not always on the 
opposing side, and in the face of a common danger, the invasion of 
the Welsh, they were prepared to work together. A letter from the 
mayor in 1406 records his thanks for a gift of lOOs from the dean 
and chapter towards the cost of clearing out the ditch of the city. 1 
1. D & C 1149 (no.2953). 
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I solated documents suggest f urther friction between the church and 
t he city in 1409 and 1410 , but do not f ollow the i~sues through at all. 
John Prophet was once again the arbitrator with Thomas Mulle in 1409 , 
1 
apparently finding it so complex that he put it off. In 1410 there 
is a record of proceedings in a cause of violation of ecclesiastical 
liberty between Canon Henry Buyton and Henry Nowell, a citizen of 
Hereford, concerning the aoduction of a horse from the latter's 
h b t d ' 1 . 2 ouse, u no eta1 s are g1ven. There are no further records of 
disputes either in the bishops' registers or in the dean and chapter 
archives until 1464, when once again a dispute arose over. v.iolation 
f th d d h t ' . . d . t . 3 o e ean an c ap er s JUr1s 1c 1on: a felon had been arrested 
by the mayor's sergeant within the cathedral precincts and taken to 
the city gaol . The offence had taken place within the fee of the 
dean and chapter; the sergeant had clearly exceeded his powers , and 
the dean and chapter demanded that the felon should be returned to 
them for three days and three nights before being handed over to 
the civic authorities. This was duly agreed, and it is this written 
agreement that is recorded in the archives. 
Towards the end of the fifteenth century the city and cathedral 
were once again in dispute. Unfortunately the documents give little 
detail, and even the dating is uncertain. The editors ascribe a date 
of cl495? to the earlier ones, going through to ?1505-6 for the 
4 latest ones. Only one date is positive, June 23rd 1498, on a bond 
1. 0 &: c 1154 (no.2937) . 
2. 0 &: c 1156 (no . 3209). 
3. 0 &: c 1229 (no .2943). 
4. 0 &: c 1259-63, 1265, 1270 (nos. 2960, 2959, 2955, 2956, 2961, 
2967, 2970, 2963, 2965 , 2968, 2962). 
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be~Neen the dean and chapter of the cathedral and Prince Arthur to 
abide by the award of the Council of the Marches of Wales, arbitrators 
in a dispute between the dean and chapter and the mayor and citizens 
of Hereford, and a defeasance to abide to the same by the mayor and 
citizens. 1 It is not even certain whether all t h e documents refer 
to the same dispute or to a series. However , the pattern is familiar; 
repetition of former agreement~, the putting forward of new (?) 
arguments on either side, and eventually recourse to an independent 
arbitrator: in 1498 the Council of the Marches of Wales, and in 
2 1505-6 the royal courts. 
The two hundred years of this survey had seen little or nothing 
new emerge in the relationship between the cathedral and the town. 
The divided jurisdiction had always promoted troubles in maintaining 
law and order and a challenge to the autonomy of the civic authorities , 
while the dean and chapter felt their rights threatened, all the more 
so as they often evaded or i gnored their responsibilities. 3 In the 
thirteenth century a series of agreements had been hammered out 
between the two adversaries, and the rights of the dean and chapter 
confirmed by the king, but they did not change the problem and 
presented only unsatisfactory answers, and so the disputes continued. 
Nor were they peculiar to the city of Hereford, but were echoed in 
numerous other cities and towns in England, anywhere where the 
jurisdiction of the church and state met and inevitably clashed. Only 
with the removal of the privileges of the church after the reformation 
was the problem ultimately to be solved. 
1. D & C 1261 (nos. 2961, 2967) . 
2. D & C 1270 (no. 2971). 
3. See above, pp.167ff. 
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Before concluding t his chapter mention must be made of another 
corporation existing within the cathedral. This was ~he cor poration 
made up of the vicars choral. At most cathedrals the vicars choral were, 
as their name suggests, vicars appointed by the individual canons to 
carry out their duties in the choir. 1 At Hereford, however, most were 
appointed and paid by the dean and chapter from funds specially 
endowed for that purpose. The earlie.~~ ~ icars cheral were the four to 
be provided by the abbots of Lyre and Cormeilles who held canonries 
in the cathedral; the s tatutes l a id down that these vicars were to 
reside continuously and be present at day and night offices. 2 The 
dean also appol'nted one vicar. 3 In 1237 bishop Maidstone had instituted 
six vicars to serve in the cathedral, their stipends to be paid from 
the appropriated tithes of Diddlebury. 4 In 1327 ten new vicars were 
created and paid for out of the apprppriated revenues of Lugwardine ~ 
and its dependent chapels, and the revenues of the exis ting vicars 
augmented. 5 For the first time these vicars were given permanent 
status as ·vicarii perpetui and the warden of the Lady Chapel, a 
residenciary canon,, was to administer the funds~ 
In 1384 land in Westbury and the advowson of the church was 
granted to the vicars choPal as. according to the grant, they were 
so poor that they were compelled to do farmwork. This grant led to 
a dispute over its legality on the grounds that, not being a corporation 
they could not hold property in common; so that in 1395, by charter of. 
1. Edwards, op. cit. 254. 
2. Hereford Consuetudunes, 60. 
3. Edwards, op. cit. 258. 
4. Bannister, op. cit. 164; D & C 872,(no. 2165); Reg. eharlton, 16-7. 
5. Bannister, op. cit. 164. 
6. Ibid. 
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King Richard I I t hey were incorporated into a college. 1 At this time, 
according to the grant, there were twenty-seven vicars ~ho lived 
together near the church and the college was to be under the 
leadership of a warden elected by the vicars and they were to remain 
under the jurisdiction and obedience of the dean. Bishop Mascall in 
1412, appropriated the church of Westbury to the vicars choral as the 
pover~ of the vicars was such that it was difficult to find a 
replacement on the death or resignation of a vicar. 2 The revenues of 
the seven poorest vicarages were augmented and the rest of the money 
i 
meticulously di~ded up for attendance at services. In fact many of the 
vicars choral supplemented their income by serving one of the numerous 
chantries in the cathedral, a task easily combined with their duties 
in the choir. In 1472 bishop Stanbury was granted a licence for the 
alienation in mortmain of property to the vicars choral for a new 
college because their old one was so far away from the cathedral that 
many of them were unable to attend t~e night services. 3 The laOd 
concerned was from two canonical houses, that of John Grene {d.l472) 
and that on which the canonical house of .Reginald Wolstone had once 
stood (d414ll}, and a new building was erected within three years. 4 
The vicars choral always occupied a subservient position in the 
cathedral and their existence as a corporate body never threated the 
position of the dean and chapter as the existence of the latter did 
the bishop. They performed tasks once carried out by the canons but 
those functions of the chapter which involved real authority remained 
in the hands of the residenciary canons, and the continuing poverty 
1. Reg. Gilbert, 46-7; C.P.R. 1391-6, 574, 661, 618. 
2. Reg. Maacall, 77. 
3. Bannister, op cit. 165. 
4. Ibid. 
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of t he vicars linked them firml y with the l ower clergy such as t he 
parish priests and t he cant;~sts r a t her than with t he wealth ier and 
more mobile higher c lergy . 
The individuals who made up the chapter at Hereford came from 
very diverse backgrounds, and even as canons of Hereford they pursued 
a wide variety of careers. While mqny owed their promotion to the 
bishop to a greater or lesser extent, many others, especially in the 
fourteenth century owed their promotion to the pope or t he king . To 
some the close at Hereford was their permanent residence, to others 
merely the name of one of their benefices; to the ma jority, probably 
somewhere in between . However it is clear that the dean and chapter 
was more than the sum of its component parts. As a body under the 
leadership of the dean and its. residenciary canons it played a 
significant part in the life of both the diocese and the city of 
Hereford. Within the cathedral and close the bishop was often 
forced on to the defensive in his dealings with the chapter, but on 
a wider field the bishop and his higher clergy presented a more unifed 
front. The chapter provided the bishop with his vicars-general, 
commissaries and officials who carried out the ~outine administration 
of the diocese as well as more specialised tasks, and it was to the 
bishop that the chapter turned if their position was threatened by 
outsiders. They never forgot though that the bishop was a threat to 
them as a chapter and were quick to defend their rights and encroach 
on those of the bishop ±f'· possible. Both bishop and chapter were very 
conscious of their respective positions but disputes among and between 
them never blinded either side to the need it had of the other. 
Many of the problems of the dean and chapter were common to 
other secular cathedral chapters in England, some were peculiar to 
the chapter of Hereford, its isolation and its late development 
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tending to keep it apart from the mainstream of ecc lesiastical 
procedures. The answers arrived at, or lack of them-, also showed a 
similarity to others in some ways but right to the end of the period 
under review the dean and chapter at Hereford showedan individuality 
which makes it worth studying . 
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Chapter 4 
The Parish Clergy 
So far this thesis has concentrated on the relationships between t he 
bishop and the higher clergy. In terms of wealth and influence, both 
within the church and outside it, they were certainly the most important. 
However, numerically they formed only a very small part of t he church; 
the majority of t he clergy were to be f ound in the parishes and chapels 
of the diocese, their influence, if any , limited to the bounds of the 
parish:- or at most of the rural deanery in which it was situated. 
Nevertheless they were the part of the church with which most people came 
into contact, and their lives formed the impressions most people had 
of the church. It is true that the higher clergy ~ften held parochial 
benefices, but, as will be seen later, they were set apart from most 
of their contemporaries by their education, the type of benefice they 
held , and above all by their possession of other offices in both church 
and state which enabled them for the most part to escape from the life 
of a parish priest, entrusting what they, and the rest of the church, 
undoubtedly regarded as a task of lesser importance to humble deputies . 
The parish clergy themselves could be divided into two categories 
the beneficed and the unbeneficed. Almost nothing is known of the 
second category beyond a few names. These chaplains served as assistants 
to the rector or vicar in churches and chapels, sometimes substituting 
for them when they were absent or non-resident, or, if there was no 
vicarage, as chantry priests and as chaplains to individuals. Many of 
them would eventually succeed to a benefice, but some of them spent 
their careers as low-paid chaplains, hired or fired at need, and with 
no security of employment. It is almost certain that they outnumbered 
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the beneficed clergy, 1 but even that cannot be ascertained defini.tely . 
The only i nd ication of numbers in the diocese of Hereford comes in 
taxation returns which also give some indication of how much they were 
paid . In Henry V' s reign the i ncome of a parish chaplai.~ had been fixed 
at eight marks and chaplains without cure of souls were to receive 
seven marks. 2 In 1420 when convoeat»on granted a tax of 6s 8d on 
chaplains and stipendiary clergy with an income of seven marks or 40s 
with meals, bishop Lacy's return named thirty three chapiains in fifteen 
chgurches, seven of whom were chaplains of the Palmer'S Gild in Ludlow 
church, and another four, also from Ludlow. One only, Richard Aylmer, 
a stipendiary chaplain in Leominster church, received more than the 
minimum, sever.\nru:ks with food. In five deanertes, Weston, Clun ,- : 
Pantesbury, Wenlock and Stottesdon thre were no chaplains receiving this 
amount. 3 In 143610 response to a royal writ a return was made of all 
chaplains whose st;pends were more than 100s and less than twelve marks. 
On t his occasion there were nineteen. The names were also given of one 
hundred and one chaplains whose stipends were below 100s. Excluded 
from this count were all those chaplains who were taxed elsewhere, 
hence the majority of chantry priests and all private chaplains. The 
names of sixteen chantry priests who paid the tax of a fifteenth with 
4 the laity were ~also included. In 1475 sixty three chaplains in the 
archdeaconry of Hereford and forty-one in the archdeaconry of Salop 
. 
were named as paying tax but theJr. incomes were not given nor were 
1. For a general account of onbeneficed clergy see P. Heath, The 
English Parish Clergy on the Eve of the Reformation, London 1969, 
chapter 2 • . Thompson, Engl~sn Clergy, 122Jou. H. G. Richardson,'Parish 
Clergy of the thirteenth and fourteenth Century', T.R.H.S.3rd series, 
vol. 6 (1912) 89-122. 
2. Heath, op. cit. 22. 
3. Rea. Lacy, 84, 87. 
4. Rea. Spofford, 208-12. For an assessment of the number of chantries 
see chapter 6, 1Sb • 
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detai l s of untaxed chaplains. 1 These are t he most comprehensive 
assessments of the numbers of chaplains i n the diocese of Hereford 
but evidence from ot her dioc.eses and from the vis itati on r eturns suggest 
they cons ider ably underestimate the numbers ·or chaplains in the d2Qc ese. 2 
Some~times the rec t or of a parish tried to save money by not employing 
a chaplain where it was customary, or no-one could be found to f i ll the 
positi on. In 1384 John Llanwarin was commissioned to hear a dispute 
between t he prior and convent of Llanthony Prima , the rectors of 
Burghil church and the vicar over the provision of a certain chaplaincy 
i n the church, 3 and in 1366 Robert de la More one of the portioners 
of Bur ford had been bound by an agreement to provide a chaplain to 
serve and assist other portioners in Burford church during his lifet~me. 4 
In the returns of the.-visi.tatioJi. mad~ ·in 1&.97 by bishop Trefnant there 
were complaints from twenty-four parishes concernin3the failure of the 
rector or the vicar to provide a chaplain , either to assist in the parish 
church or in a dependent chapelry. 5 Sometimes the lack of a chaplain was 
due to a dispute betwen the re, ~r and vicar over who was liable to 
provide the chaplain. In 1422 a case between the pri or and convent of 
Bromfield as rectors of Bromfield, and John Carbonell, the vicar of 
1~ Reg. Myllyng, 11-3. 
2. See Heath, op. cit. 22. 
3. Reg. ailbert, 62. 
4. Reg. L ~ Charltcn, 33-4. 
5. Heref :- Vis. passim. The parishes were Alberbury, (no sexton) 
Bradwardine, Clunbury, Dewchurch, Bishop's Frome, Gooderich Castle, 
Pontesbury, ~istanstow, (all lacked a deacon to serve in the church), 
Didalebury, (no chaplain to serve in the chapel of Middlehope), 
Eardisley, ( apriest who knows how to read and sing) Hope, Hopesay, 
Kenderchurch, Ledbury, (the warden of St. Catherine'S Hospital 
provides only two out of five chaplains for the hospital) Leominster, 
Newland, ( a chaplain to celebrate for the king inperpetuity) 
Peterchurch, (no chaplains in the church or in the chapels of Snodhill 
or Urysay) Luawardine, (noc:haplains dor the chapels of St. Weonmard' a 
Penros or Treferanon) Stokesay, Llanfair Waterdine, Weobley, 
Westbury and Wi&Jiore (a de~~eon anda priest). 
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Br omfield over who should pr ovi de a chaplain for the chapels of Ludford, 
Ashfor d and DudiRghope was taken to t he court of Ar ches . I n t he end . tbe 
vicar was compelled t o provide for them and i t was further decreed that 
at Ludford he should be resident and able to perform all the sacraments 
except burial. 1 I n 1458 bishop Stanbury , as arbitrator in:1a dispute 
between the parishioners of Presteigne and the abbot of Wigmore decided 
that it was the vicar who ought t o find a sacristan or deacon for the 
church not Wigmore abbey . 2 
Nearly all these parochial chaplains were hopin~that at some s t age 
they would receive preferment t o the security of a benefice. In the 
diocese of Hereford there were approximati \y three hundred benefices, 
parishes, portions, and free chapels, arranged in two archdeaconries with 
eight rural deaneries in the archdeac.2onry of Hereford and six in the 
archdeaconry of Salop . 3 The parochial system in Eng land had developed 
initially in the centuries before the Norman conquest and by the end of 
~ 
the twe~h century had more or less become fixed. Because of the system 
of advowsons and lay patronage , 4 a benefice nqd come to be regarded as 
a piece of property and so the problems of dividing existing parishes 
. which had become :~wieldy were s een as too great. It was far easier in 
such circumstances to set up chapels which initially we~e dependent on 
the mother church but some of which gradually became independent and 
acquired parochial status. Some of these chapels were served by 
1. Reg. Spofford, 23 , 49. 
2. Reg. Stanbury , 60 . 
3. Exact numbers are ' impossible to calculate as no contemporary list 
appears and the alteration od diocesan boundarues in 1540 affected 
the composition of the diocese. In many cases it is impossible to 
accurately ascertain the status of a church. 
4. For a discussion of the system of patronage see A.H. Thompson, 
~Ecclesiastical Benefices and their Occupants', Leicestershire 
Archaeological Society Transactions, 22, (1941-5), 1-32. Also 
thompson, En~sh - ~lergy, chapter 6 . 
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vt ipendiary chap lains, but substantial numbers were also freehold 
benefices wi th rectors of their own. Free chapels were -regarded as being 
free of the cure of souls, and parishi.:mers worshipping there wer e 
expected to go to t he mother church for baptism, marriages and burials. 
When they acquired these rights they became virtually indistinguishable 
f rom parish churches. 1 In 1347 a dispute arose over whether Clunbury 
was a separate parish or continued to be dependent on Clun . In February 
1347 an inquisition into the vacancy of Clunbury was held. It had 
certainly once been a chapelry of Clun, but now its status was unclear, 
and when the bishop instituted William Jaye to the vicarage of Clunbury 
the prior and convent of Wenlock protested that it was still a chapelry, 
and took the matter to the court of Arches. 2 The outcome of this case 
is not known, but Clunbury seems to have been regarded as a parish 
thereafter, and Clunton, which had originally been a chapelry of Clun, 
3 became a chapelry of Clunbury. 
Clun was one of the largest parishes in the diocese with chapels 
originally at Clunbury, Clunton, Edgton, Hopton Castle, Llanfair 
Waterdine and Sibdon. 4 Lugwardine was another large parish with chapels 
at Little Dewchurch, Llangarren, Hentland and St. Weonards, while Morville 
had chapels at Astley, Aston Aer, Billingsley, Oldbury, Tasley, Aldenham, 
5 Cold Weston and Underdean. 
1. See Thompson,'Ecclesiastical Benefices' 9, & J.C.Dickinson, The Later 
Middle Ages (London, 1979~, 41-42. 
2. Reg. Trillek, 39, 125-7. The king had also addressed interrogatories 
to the bishop on this subject in August 1346 & June 1347 (ibid. 283, 
305) . 
3. D.H.Cranage, Churches of Shropshire.(London, 1922), 383, 395. 
4. Ibid. 432. 
5. Ibid, 269. 
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If it 'Mas difficult to establish ne•N parish churches in the 
later middle ages, it was equally difficult to unite a poor and 
depopulated parish with another. The initiative had to come from the 
patrons, and the consent of both patrons was required, with an agreement 
over subsequent rights of patronage as well as the resignation of one 
or both incumbents. Consequently very few unions took place. In 1352 
Great and Little Collington were united after a petition from Ralph de 
Yeddefen , the patron of both parishes, on the grounds that the plague 
had so reduced the people and impoverished the land that there was 
scarcely maintenance for one priest. 1 One person was also patron of 
both Puddlestone and Willey, which were also depopulated by the plague, 
and united by bishop Lewis Charlton in 1364. 2 Similarly William Boerley, 
the patron of Thongland and Munslow, requested in 1442 that the former 
be united to the latter.3 In 1478 the church of Little Cowarne was 
united to Ullingwick. Little Cowarne was approp~iated to the abbot 
and convent of Gloucester, while the bishop was patron of Ullingswick. 
After the union the bishop agreed to pay 6s 8d annually to St. Guthlac's 
.Priory, a daughter house of Gloucester.4 It was no doubt more profitable 
to have 6s 8d and no responsibilities than. the patronage and the cost 
of maintaining a vicarage when the income was so diminished. A similar 
agreement was made in 1481 when Bold was united to Aston Botterell. The 
rector of Aston Botterell agreed to pay the White Nuns of Brewood a 
pension of lOs, equivalent to the former value of Bold. 5 Myllyng also 
annexed the chapelries of Upper and Lowere Kinsham to that of Byton in 
1. Reg. Trillek, 174. 
2. Reg. L. Charlton, 8. 
3. Reg. Spofford, 247. 
4. l{eg. Myllyng, 39. 
5. Ibid. 63. 
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1480 during his vi sitation , a much simpler operation as no benefi ce 
was involved. 1 Booth's r~gister recor ds that he united the chur ches of 
Aylton and Pi xl ey in 1527 , and the chapel of Middleton to the chur ch 
of Di tton in 1532 , aga in with a payment by the vicar of Ditton to 
Wenlock priory, the rectors of Middleton , of 13s 4d. 2 In add ition a 
grant was made to the rector of Erosely of the administration of the 
fruits of Linley until it could be united t o another benefice, 3 but 
there is no evidence that this happened before Booth's death . 
The main change in the parish structure since the twelth centur y 
(which was still going on, albeit at a slower rate in the fourteenth 
and fifteenth centuries) was the appropriation of parish churches by 
monastic houses. 4 When the monasteries had been founded their endowments 
included the patronage of parish churches sometimes accompanying land-
grants and sometimes separately . This gave them the same rights as 
laymen to present to the benefice. However, with the assent of the bishop, 
and if they could demonstrate a need, the income of the church could be 
appropriated to the monastery and they w9uld become the perpetual 
rectors. There were of course responsible for serving the cure, and 
for this either a chaplain, who could be monastic or secular, might be 
appointed, or, more frequently as time went on, a vicarage could be 
ordained by the bishop as a separate benefice and paid for out of the 
revenues of the rectory. Appropriation of benefices was carried out on 
a very large scale throug hout England, and the diocese of Hereford was 
no exception: approximately 150 benefices were appropriated to monastic 
houses, while just over 130 remained in lay hands and about 30 remained 
rectories with a religious house as patron. The effects of this were 
1. Reg. Myllyng, 66. 
2. Reg. Booth, 192, 248. 
3. Ibid. 200. · 
4. See Dickinson, op.cit. 170-77. 
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to deg r ade th e importance of the parish; s erving t he c ure of souls 
t here came very muc h s econd to the service of God away f rom secular 
distraction in monasteries. 
The amount of money i nvolved is impossible to calculate, a s 
benefices va ried so muc h in value, but the majority of t he beneficed 
cler gy i n the diocese of Hereford were compelled to carry out t heir 
duties on a fraction of the income they mig ht otherwise have had, and 
this would inevitably affect the quality of that service, especiall y 
in the fields of hos pitality and charity; many vicars must have been 
forced to spend their time calculating financial ways and means rather 
than on their spiritual duties. The rectory of Leominster was valued at 
£70 in 1291, while the income of the vicar was £6 13s 4d; 1 at the other 
end of the scale Monkland rectory was only worth £3 in 1291, while the 
vicarage was worth £4 6s 4d, 2 further impoverishing an already poor 
benefice. 
The impropriators for the most part were religious houses. Within 
the diocese Wigmore had the most benefices, followed by Wenlock, Monmouth 
and Wormsley priories. Outside the diocese Gloucester abbey was second 
only to Wigmore,and the two Llanthonys -had also appropriated significant 
numbers of benefices. Mention must also be made of the foreign house 
of Lyre and Cormeilles, which had appropriated the churches of Bridstow, 
Eardis and Fownhope, Kyre Wyard, Linton, Much Marcle and Dimmok. 
The pace of appropriation had slowed down greatly during the 
fourteenth century, but under the period under review Dorstone was 
appropriated to Clifford priory in 1331, Newnham to St. Bartholemew's 
Hospital, Gloucester in 1343, Awre to L1anthony by Gloucester in 1351, 
1. Tax. 159. 
2. Ibid. 
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Almeley to Wormesley priory in 1383, Westbury to the vicars choral 
in 1412 , and Minsterworth to St. Oswald's priory in Glauces~er in 1418. 1 
Some benefices, though, remained as rectories with a religi ous house 
holding the advowson. Usually these were already poor benefices, where ., 
they stood to gain very little by appropriation. The chapels of Badger, 
Beckbury, Erosely, Deuxhill, and Sutton by Shrewsbury, all in the 
patronage of Wenlock priory, all remained rectories. All were valued 
at less than £4, except Broseley, which was valued at £6 13s 4d. Welsh 
Bicknor, in the patronage of Monmouth priory also remained a rectory; 
it too was valued at less than £4. 2 It .was possible for a vicarage to 
be endowed in those churches where the rector was not a religious house 
or corporation, but might usually be expected to be a non-resident. One 
example was Ross, a wealthy benefice in the gift of the bishop. It was 
usually filled by a trusted servant of the bishop, who not infrequently 
either was or became a canon of the cathedral, and in either position 
wou~· rarely reside. Therefore a vicarage was endowed, although its 
value was substantially above most of those established by the religious 
3 houses. At Bosbury, another of the bishop's manors, the rectory was 
appropriated to the bishop and a vicarage !nstituted. 4 Bromyard church, 
also on the bishop's estates, was divided into three portions, all in 
the gift of the bishop, while a vicarage ensured that the cure was 
served. Again, comparatively high-paid sinecures were frequently held 
.... _- ·~ . - -·-- - .. ·- . ... --.. ---·- .. -
1. Reg. T.Charlton, 8-10; Reg. Trillek, 71-73; 171, Reg. Gilbert, 
15-16; Re,g. Mascall, 77; Reg. Lacy, 47. 
2. Tax. 166, 167, 17~. 
3. Ross rectory was valued at £40 in the Taxatio, Ross vicarage at £13 
6s 8d; the advowson of the vicarage belonged to the rector of Ross. 
4. The rectory of Bosbury was worth £20, the vicarage £4 13s 4d (Tax. 
160). By 1535 the vicarage was worth £10 3s 8~ (V.E. III 47). 
:· ..... :· ..... · 
... 
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by members of the cathedral chapter or by members of the bishop's 
-1 household , while the cur e of souls was dismissed as of lesser value . 
At ~edbury a s imil ar situation applied : two prebends in the gift of 
the bishop, without cure , a nd usually held by associates of the bishop , 
while the cure was held by the vicar, who was presented by the portioners. 2 
It is obvious that the more a benefice was worth the h i gher the 
quality of candidate i t could attract - that is in terms of backgr ound 
and education; it certainl y did not mean quality of service f or the 
parishioners - so it i s therefore pertinent to l ook at t he comparative 
values of the benefices in the diocese . Even thoug h the amounts given 
in the Taxatio of Pope Nicholas and the Valor Ecclesiasticus cannot be 
taken at their face value, nevertheless they can be used for comparison . 3 
It is a lso clear that over two hundred years values would not be static , 
and a compar i son of the two valuations reflects this; w~, plague, 
~ 
population movements depressed some values, while others increased as 
the prosperity of their areas grew, notably in the Forest of Dean.4 
In the earlier chapters concerning the bishops and the dean and chapter 
it has already been seen that this was a comparatively poor diocese, and 
this is again reflected in the values of its parishes and chapels. 
In 1291 119 benefices were valued at less than £4 or not taxed 
because of their poverty. 5 Many of these were vicarages of course , but 
there was also a significant number of rectories: Bredenbury, Grendon 
1. In 1291 the portions of Bromyard were valued at £20, £16 13s 4d, 
and £8 (Tax. 175). The vicarage was not worth £4. However in 1387 
the third portion was valued at only £5 (Reg. Gilbert, 120) while 
in 1535 none of the portions were worth £5, nor was the vicarage 
(V.E. III 42). 
2. In 1291 the portions at Ledbury were worth £24 13s 4d and £26 13s 4d 
while the vicarage was worth £8 (Tax. 180). 
3. See chapter 2 for discussion of the accuracy of these assessments. 
4. V.E. II 501 . 
5. Tax. 175, 176. 
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Warren, Evesbach, Canon ' s Frome , Pixley , Parke , Downton and Li t tle 
Marc le were just some of the rectories whic h were not- taxed on account 
of their poverty. 1 At the other end of t he scale were those rectories 
and occas i onal vicarages which were worth over £10 per annum. Many of 
the wealthiest benefices were in the patronage of t he bishop; reference 
has already been made to Ross , Ledbury, Bosbury and Bromyard. Colwall 
and Cr adley, also in the bishop's gift, were also valued at £10 or 
over in the Taxatio, 2 while Hampton Bishop and Ea ton Bishop were both 
valued at over £10 in the Valor. 3 Eastnor, Holdgate (two portions) , 
Tugford and Whitbourne, also in the bishop 's patronage, were valued at 
between £4 and £10, while only Coddington was valued at less t han £4. 4 
When looked at deanery by deanery, no more than eight benefices in any 
one deanery were worth more than £10 to the incumbent, and frequently 
those included as such in the Taxatio were rectories that were later 
appropriated. Very few appear as worth more than £10 in both valuations: 
5 
Clun deanery had none, and Weston only two. Only Kingsland, Pembridge 
and Old Radnor were worth more than £30 to their incumbents by 1535, 
and these three benefices were all by that time in the gift of the king, 
and usually given to his servants. Another source for assessing the 
comparative poverty of many of the benefices is the lists of exemptions 
given for tenths and subsidies granted in the fifteenth century. It had 
come to be accepted that benefices under twelve marks should be exempted 
1. Tax. 175. 
2. Colwall was valued at £10, Cradley at ·, £23 6s 8d (Tax. 160). 
3. Eaton Bishop was valued at £13 (V.E. III 28), Hampton Bishop at 
£14 3s Od (Ibid. 26). 
4. Eastnor was valued at £5 13s 4d (Tax. 160), Tugford at £5 6s 8d 
(Tax. 167), Holgate at £6 & £4 6s 8d (ibid.), Whitbourne at £6 
(Tax. 160), and Coddington under £4 (ibid.). Values in the Valor 
vary slightly one way or the other, but a similar picture emerges. 
5. Tax. 158-167, V.E. III 20-40, 200-205; II 500-501. 
191 
from payment of t he tenth along wi t h any spec ial cases and the pos sess i ons 
of poop monks and nuns . A study of these exemptions reveals a consistent 
pattern, with s ome 104 benefices , 64 from Here f or d arc hdeaconry and 40 
from Sal op , appearing in fifteen or more of the twenty-two lists of 
exemptions f or Hereford di ocese between 1425 and 1520 , and another 24 
(16 from Hereford archdeaconry, 8 from Salop) .appearing in over ten lists . 1 
What di d these figures mean t o the incumbents of benefices? From 
looking a t the parishes and chapels in terms of property it is now time 
t o look at the incumbents of these benefices and how they lived and 
carried out their duties. So far this chapter has been devoted to 
financial considerations , and for a while must remain so, since , for 
the majority of i ncumbents , financial considerations would often 
dominate their lives. For the majority of beneficed clergy their income 
came !rom one or ·more of the following sources: tithes, glebe land, 
rents, and fees from services such as oblations and mortuary fees. 
Most important were tithes, the tenth part of a ll produce, primarily 
agricultural produce and profit from a worker's l abours. Where a 
benefice was appropriated, the rector usually kept the great tithes, those 
of corn , hay and wood, while the vicar had the lesser tithes, the produce 
of animals, fruit and lesser crops . At Dorstone the vicar was to have 
all the petty tithes except those of Clifford priory on its manor of 
Bache , while the prior of Cl~fford as impropriator was to have the tithe 
. 2 
of corn and the tithe of the water mill at Dorstone. At Awre the vicar 
1. Reg. Spofford , 88-89 , 134-7, 192-5, 222, 231, 262- 5; Reg. Beauchamp , 
11; Reg. Stanbury 12-14 , 65-67 , 87; Reg. Myllyng , 1-3, 14, 46, 
149-51; Reg. Mayew, 186-8, 211, 222; Reg. Booth, 26 , 41 , 77. 
2 . Reg. T . Charltan , 67-68. 
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·also had all the l e sser tithes exept those of merchants c r ossing the 
1 sea . In 1367 however when the bishop revised the portion assigned to 
the v icar of Dewchunch he included in the vicar ' s porti on some of the 
tenths of c~rn and hay from certain specifi ed sources . 2 At Lugwardine 
in 1332 the vic ar was to have one third of the great tithes of corn and 
hay pertaining to Lugwardine church. 3 Tithes were usually levied in 
kind but could involve a cash adjus t ment , and it was the incumbent's 
responsibility to collect, store and convert them to cash if needed . 
Very l ittle is recorded in the diocese of Hereford about the collection 
of t ithes, most cases of non- payment being handled in l ower courts 
where records are sparse . The visitation returns of 1397 reveal only 
a few iso l ated cases of tax evasion and in s everal cases they were part 
of a more general hostility to the church. 4 The need to dispose of 
these tithes at as great a profit as possible may have been responsible 
in part for some of the complaints at the visitation against the clergy. 
At Eardisley the parishioners complained that the vicar was a well-
known merchant of various goods , gr a in and other things, 5 and at 
Stanton Lacy t he parishioners made the same complaint about Richard 
6 Ffrayn. In Thomas Charlton' s and Trillek's registers there are 
numerous requests by the king to distrain on the goods of t he clergy 
who had defaulted on sundry payments, and it is clear from some of t he 
bishops' replies that t hese payments could not be1 collected until the 
1. Reg . Trillek, 243 . 
2. Reg. L. Charlton, 42 . 
3 . Reg . T. Charlton , 16. 
4. See chapter 6 , 
5 . Heref . Vis. IV, 446-8 . 
6. Ibid. IV 452 . 
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narves t was br ought in and sol d . In 1353 bishop Trillek , regarding 
William Dymmok , late parson of St. Owen's, replied tPat he had f ound 
no corn in the granaries and had therefore distrained in the growing 
1 
cr ops . 
Another i mportant source of income was the possession of glebe 
land,gardens and orchards attached to the rectory al t hough their 
values varied considerably and indeed not all livings had a glebe 
attached. When a vicarage was ordained it was often the case t hat , 
besides accomodation, the vicar received some garden arid arable land 
and pasture. 2 The responsibility for farming this land lay with the 
incumbent and a lthough many of them could afford to pay others to do 
the actual work, no doubt some of the parochial clergy did some 
themselves, thus subtracting from the time they could spend on their 
spiritual duties. Of t he various fees concerned with their spiritual 
offiae some, such as oblations and Easter dues were regular sources of 
income (and as such were featured in the returns of the Valor 
Ecclesiasticus) and could be quite substantial, while others, such as 
fees for churching , marriage or burial, or obits would be irregular. 
In theory all these fees were voluntary but rarely so in practice. 
Again these fees in the case of an appropriated church would usually 
be assigned to the vicar. 
For the majority of incumbents their income would depend heavily 
on the success or otherwise of crops in any one year and disasters, 
natu~\ or otherwise, would affect their own prosperity as wel~s that 
of their parishioners. Given the amount of time that could be consumed 
i~ollecting tithes and farming their own ~~nd, and the uncertainties 
1. Reg. Trillek, 339. Some writs appeared almost annually with the 
bishop returning the same sum each time. 
2. Reg. T. Charlton, 16; Reg. Trillek, 243; Reg. L, Charlton, 42. 
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cf their income it must have been very tempting to let the benefice 
out at farm , and a necessity for non-residents. The church recognised 
the problem and allowed the farming of benefices but only by licence 
of the ordinary. It is impossible to assess how extensive the farming 
of benefices was as only a few licences are noted in the bishops' 
registers and these are usually to religious houses to farm the revenues 
of their appropriated rectories. ·1 This must have been common practice 
for the majority of impropriators even though it is difficult to trace. 
Licences to the incumbent are much rarer; in 1379 the vicar of 
Bromfield was dispensed for absence for one year and permitted to farm 
his benefice to the prior of Bromfield during that time. 2 In 1517 
Booth licenced the vicar of Lugwardine to lease the chapel of LLangarran 
for three years to Ralph Lee, its chaplain in the grounds of its 
distance from Lugwardine and the vicar's age, 3 and also the rector of 
More to farm his rectory for three years to a clerk and a layman 
provided that the cure was served. No reason was given for this. 4 
Given this system of licences the bishops' main concern was with the 
unlicensed farming of benefices which often was linked with absence. 
In 1418 bishop Lacy issued a mandate to the commissary to report 
after due enquiry the clergy who were non-resident and had farmed 
their benefices without a licence; 5 unfortunately there is no reply to 
this. Twenty years earlier at Trefnant' !:.. visitation twelve rectors 
were ~med as farming the fruits of their parishes. At Brilley,Little 
Cowarne, Leominster, Much Marcle, Orcop and Caus this was asserted 
1. Reg. Trillek, 49, 116, 120, 122, 176, 246, 247, 253; Reg. Gilbert, 
19, 90, 94; Reg. Trefnant, 28. 
2. Reg. Gilbert, 127. 
3. Reg. Booth, 24. 
4. Ibid. 25. 
5. Reg. Lacy, 41. 
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to be without licence, 1 while at Ledbury the offender was St . , 
Catherine's Hospital. 2 No comments were attached to tne statement that 
the rector farmed his benefice at Montgomery and Pulverbatch, and only 
at Vowchurch was the bishop's li cence mentioned. 3 At Ruardean the 
fruits were sequestrated and committed to the dean; 4 it appears to have 
been usual in cases of sequestration or when Q benefice was not 
occupied for some time for the bishop to commit the revenues to some 
responsible cleric or laymrul'· who would of course have to render an 
account of his stewardship at the end. In 1464 the dean of Stottesdon 
was commissioned to collect the income of the vacant church of 
Billingsley, 5 while in 1486 Myllyng's suffragan was granted the 
administration of the churches of Pixley and Aylton, and in 1482 he 
had assigned collectors of revenues to Neenton and Pixley . In 1487 the 
revenues of the church of Tibberton were entrusted to various 
parishioners. 6 Pixley was again unserved in 1526 when Richard Bluet 
was to receive the fruits of the church and provide for services; 7 
it is not surpr~sing that in 1527 Pixley was united to Aylton 
bec ause no-one would serve there because of its poverty . 
Once the incumbent had made sure of his income he had to make it 
go round all his expenses. These could be heavy. Firstly came living 
expenses for himself and his servants, payments to any chaplains who 
assisted him or served in dependent chapels (sometimes the fruits of 
1. Heref. Vis. IV 449, III 97, 99 - 100, I 287, IV 461 . 
2 . Ib i d. III 93 . 
3 . Ibid. IV 459- 60, 462 , I 482- 3 . 
4. Ibid. II 446 . 
5. Reg. Stanbury, 99. 
6 . Reg. Myllyng, 99 , 82, 83, 111. 
7. Reg . Booth,181. For other examples see Reg . Mayew, 73 and Reg. 
Booth , 127 . 
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.these chapels were paid directly to the chaplain) , and their liv ing 
expenses if they lived with him. Then would come m~intenance, not 
only of the rectory or manse, but also of the chancel of the church . 
Such maintenance was properly regarded as the province of the rector 
but sometimes when there was a vicarage, responsibility for such main 
maintenance was handed over to the vicar in return for a larger income. 1 
In 1464 the vicar of Stokesay was warned to make good the dilapidations 
of his chancel and vicarage house . 2 When bishop Charlton ordained the 
vicarage at Dorstone the house provided for the vicar was ruinous so 
the prior and convent of Clifford were bound to provide sufficient 
timber for its repair, but the actual work was left to the vicar . 3 
Again it is mainly from visitation records that evidence comes for 
the maintenance of chur ch buildings. In that of 1397 fifty-six 
parishes reported that one or mor e items needed repair in the chancel 
of the church . At Bishop ' s Castle, Hope under Dinmore, King's Pyon and 
Ruardean the chancel was reported as ruinous or tumbledown; 4 at 
others r epairs were needed to one or more of the roof, ceilings , 
walls, windows, or glass or occasionally to all of them. A proportion 
at l east as high as one in six (parts of the archdeaconry of Sal op 
are not covered in these returns) argues a considerable state of 
negl ect throughout the diocese , especially as most of these chancels 
were reported as having more than one fault. Nor is it likely that the 
situation improved very quickly as many of these parishes and their 
rectors wer e affected by the Glyndwr rebellion and the presence of 
opposing armies. 
1. In four parishes in the visitation returns the chancel is g iven 
as the responsibility of the parishioners. 
2 . Reg. Stanbury, 90. 
3. Reg. T. Charlton, 68. 
4. Heref. Vis. IV 456-7, III 98-9, IV 445, II 446. 
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The rector y or vicarage was re ported as being i n ruins i n some 
. h . h 1 e1g teen par1s es. No doubt in many cases genui~e poverty was t he 
reason for its neglect but many non- resident rectors were anxious to 
keep as much of their revenues as possible and so del ibera tely 
neglected them. At Eastnor the reason g iven was that the r ector did 
not reside and at Wentnor the rector said that he had not been there 
for a year but wished to amend the situation. 2 At Bishop 's Frome the 
vicar was responsible for the repair of his vicarage . 3 The disrepair 
of the priest's house was regarded by the parishioners as a serious 
matter for them as well as the incumbent since if the priest lived 
elsewhere they could not get to him in case of emergency . The 
parishioners of both Kempley and Monmouth (where the vicar lived in 
the priory through the disrepair of the manse) commented on this . 4 
In many churches also the rector or vicar failed to provide 
suitable furnishings and ornaments. Portable breviaries, vestments , 
service books, grain for the communion bread, lamps to burn before 
the alta~ and processional candles were all items which the rector 
or occasionally the vicar might be expected to provide and maintain 
in good order . In thirty-three parishes one or more of these items 
was missing , 5 and in another nine churches bequests by parishioners 
1. These were, Birley , Byford , Colwall, Dennington, Eastnor, Bishop's 
Frome , Holme Lacy , Kempley, Monmouth, Munsley , Orcop , Pauntley , 
Pul verbatch, Stoke Lacy, Tiddenham , Wentnor, and two unknown. 
2 . Heref. Vis. III 93, IV 457. 
3 . Ibid. III 97 . 
4. Ibid. II 453, 445 . 
5. The parishes were Awre , Bromyard, Brilley, Canon's F~ome, Bi shop's 
Castle, Clunbury, Coddington, Much Cowarne, Dewchurch , Dylewe , 
Dymock, Eardisley, Bishop's Frome, Leominster, Lyonshall, . 
Laanrothal, Lydebury North , Newton, Norton , Pauntley , Peterchurch 
St. Briavell 's, Stowe, Ullingwick, Vowchurch, Wolferlow, Llanfair 
Waterdine, Wentnor, Werley, Wigmore, Yarkhill and two unknown. 
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had been lost or misappropriated. 1 
It was of course the responsibility of the incQmbent to leave 
~ his be~ice in good order for· his successor and should he not do so 
his successor was entitled to claim on him for dilapidations, or on 
his estate if he were dead. Throughout the period under review there 
were regular commissions, usually to the rural dean, to asess the extent 
of dilapidations and, if necess~y, to sequestrate the goods of the 
offender until they were made good. In 1405 at Ullingswick William 
Benet, the new rec.tor claimed that there was evidence of many defects 
in the chancel,books and vestments of the church and in the rectory. 2 
In 1464 the vicar of Stokesay was warned to make good the dilapidations 
of the chancel and his vicarage while in 1466 John Grenewey was 
commissioned to assess the dilapidations to the chancel and rectory at 
Stretton the the Dale. 3 It is significant that these commissions should 
show a sharp increase during the episcopate of MA.~call when, as has been 
noted, Welsh incursions caused a lot of damage within the diocese. 
After this peak commissions remained at a higher level throughout the 
rest of the period than they had been generally in the fourteenth 
4 
century. 
-
In addition to the above burdens the incumbent of a church also 
faced a number of fees and charges paid to both church and state. In 
those parishes where the bishop held his visitation procurations were 
due to him for his maintenance. They had long since been commuted to a 
fixed rate, usually- 53s 4d every third year in most places. 
1. They were Chirstoke, Much Cowarne, Dewchurch, Montgomery, Newton, 
Pencoyd, Shobdon, Staunton by Pembridge, and Tiddenham. 
2. Reg. Mascall, 10. 
3. Reg. Stan bury 12. 
4. Numbers of commissions in each re&ister were T. Charlton 1, 
Trillek, 2, L. Charlton 1, Mascall 10, Lacy 2, Polton 1, Spofford 
6, Stanbury 4, Myllyna 1, Mayew 2, Booth 6. 
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Archdiaconal pr ocur ati ons for hi s visitation were l ess but affected far 
more parishes as di d synodals ; the amounts varied with the value of the 
pari sh. Frequently a pension or por tion was payable to a r eligious house . 
On the whole t he proportion of income pai d in these local charges was 
r oughl y t he same but t hey could bear much harder on some than others . 
Pembridge with a gross income assessed at £38 5s 8d in the Valor paid 
out 35s 5d annually, made up of 17s9d for the bishop ' s visitati on (a 
third of 53s 4d), 6s 8d f or archdiaconal procura tions , l Os to the 
commissary and 12d for synodal s . Ruar dean o~t of a gr oss income of 
105s 4d paid only 12d for archdiaconal fees and synodals, · while Linton 
with a gross income of £9 2s 2d paid out 14s 4d annually, made up of 
7s 8d for archdiaconal procurations and synodals and 6s 8d to the 
commissary for his procurations . 1 Those chapels whi ch were dependent on 
a mother church had t heir fees included in those of t he mother church . 
Taxation by both the church and the state , but especially by the 
latter, ·fell more heavily on incumbents. Churches were taxed at the rate 
of a tenth, based throughout the period under r eview on the values 
given in the Taxatio of Pope Nicholas IV, and t enths were granted 
irregularly but frequently throughout the peri od . Under Edward I I I 
taxation to pay f or the wars against France was very frequent , and at 
times a lmost overwhelming . In 1346 the king r equested payment of a 
forthcoming tenth in advance. Bishop Trillek summoned t he clergy (through 
proctors) t o discuss this but met with a refusal, the cler gy claiming 
poverty, smallness of benefi ces , and failur e of the crops . 2 After 
consultation with the other bishops the clergy were summoned again 
and the bishop privately ordered the deans to impress on them that the 
1. V.E. III 39 , 25 , 23 . 
2 . Reg. Trillek, 269 , 270 , 275. 
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o t her bishops and t he archbishop had recommended the advance payment, 
and that they should agree. They apparen t ly did not, because further 
summonses came i n 1347 . 1 Towards the end of t he period the granting 
of tenths and parts of tenths was r eplaced by a s ubs idy with a f ixed 
amount to be con tri buted by each diocese. During the fifteenth century 
there were also occasional taxes on the stipends of chaplains. 2 As has 
been seen earlier , there were exemptions from taxati on for poor benefices 
generally reg arded as those worth under 12 marks: it is worth noting 
that over half the benefices in the di ocese were exempted from the 
payment of at least one tenth, although the proportion of those regularly 
exempted was much smaller. 
Those people who were liable to pay the tenth were energetically 
pursued for arrears, and lists of defaulters were regularly sent to 
the bishop, and their goods distrained on if necessary to raise the 
money . In February 1358 the bishop was given a list of twelve incumbents 
in an-ears with a tenth. He replied that he had levied the sums due 
from two of them, but could not obtain the other arrears until the 
autumn crops could be taken. 3 The church was in a stronger position 
with regard to collecting money for ecclesiastical purposes , as it 
could use ecclesiastical sanctions against arrears, and excommunication 
for non-payment of procurations or archepiscopal subsidies was standard. 
For most of the clergy in the diocese of Hereford these demands on 
their income would have borne heavily, and very few incumbents would have 
had much if anything to spare for charity and hospitality. Nor for most 
of them were there facilities for increasing their income. It was possible 
however for a vicar to petition his rector for an increase in the 
1. Reg. Trillek, 277, 292, 294. 
2. See pages 181-2. 
3. Reg. Trillek, 357. 
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endowments of the vicarage, although the rector was not always sympathetic . 
In 1346 William le 1\lon, the vicar of Norton Canon ap-pealed to the 
court of Canterbury for an increase in his stipend which the dean and 
chapter, the rectors, had refused to hear. 1 In 1355 the vicar of Canon 
Py0n also appealed for 'lr . increase of his vicar's portion, and again the 
rectors were the dean and chapter of Hereford. 2 In 1368 it was the 
vicar of Alberbury's turn to petition for an increase. 3 By 1426 bishop 
Spofford was augmenting the portion of the vicar of Dorstone, which 
vicarage had only been established in 1334, since the vicar could not 
afford to provide a chaplain because of his poverty. 4 Spofford also 
was called on to settle disputes between the vicar of Burghill and the 
prior and convent of Llanthony, the vicar of Leominster and t he abbot 
of Reading, the vicar of Upton Bishop and the dean and chapter over the 
augmentation of their respective vicarages . 5 In the case of the 
vicarage of Bridge Solers it was found necessary to grant the vicar 
the greater tithes, and the prioress and convent of Aconbury were merely 
to have 16 bushels of corn each year. 6 Such augmentations though 
were not always to the liking of the rector. One of the charges brought 
up in the visitation of Wigmore abbey in 1425 was that clergy presented 
to the vicarage in the patronage of Wigmore were bound not to proceed 
against the abbey for an augmentation of their vicarage. 7 
1. Reg. Trillek, 92. The case was referred back to the bishop, who 
referred it to William de Thynghull, his commissary-general. 
2. Ibid. 234. 
3. Reg. L.Charlton, 48. 
4. Reg. Spofford, 98. 
5. Ibid. 55, 160, 271. 
6. Reg. Boulers, 17-18. 
7. Reg. Spofford, 65. 
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Given these constraints , what sort of c lergy occupied t h e benefices 
in the dioce se of Hereford , what sort of education did t h ey have, and 
how well di d they perform their duties? For the most par t these quest i ons 
must be answered in gener ali t i es . Too little is known a bout most of the 
clergy to build up any picture of their lives, and most of what is 
known is their faults and shortcomi ngs. Nevertheless a pict ure does 
emerge of the parchial clergy in the diocese. It is reasonable to assume 
that a high proportion of the incumbents of benefices were l ocal clergy . 
Although by the f ourteenth century a man's surname was no l onger 
necessarily a precise identif ication of h is place of orig i n , the 
large number of surnames that can be identified with local place names 
suggests origins within or close to the diocese. Significant numbers of 
Welsh names also point out the diocese's Welsh connexions. The ordination 
lists too show that many of the c lergy received holy orders in the 
diocese. 
Of their education even less is known. The vast majority were not 
graduates , and even those who were graduates were concentrated in 
comparatively few benefices, and towards the end of the period under 
review. These benefices were mostly the wealthier ones, often without 
cure and in the gift of the bishop or less often the king: t he portions 
of Ledbury , Bromyard, the rectories of Ross and Whitbourne, Colwall, 
Pembridge and Kingsland all attracted numbers of graduates. This is not 
to say that no graduates occupied other benefices in t he diocese; they 
did, but rarely for any length of time. There is virtually no comment 
about the standard of learning of the rest of the clergy. All were 
supposed to be examined by the bishop before being ordained, but little 
is known about this examination, i ndeed only one reference to it is 
made in the Hereford registers: in 1510 bishop Mayew commissioned the 
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archdeacon of Hereford to examine the qualifications of candidates 
to be or dained at an approaching ordination at Monmouth . 1 Certainly 
there was s ome concern for physical impediments to · ordination; i n 1521 
Walter Winnell was dispensed for all holy orders despite a clouding 
of the left eye, 2 and a century earlier John Delew was dispensed 
for ordination in spite of a similar defect. 3 The request had come 
originally from the curia, and t he bishop notes in his register 
that the defect was carefully inspected by the vicar-general before 
he was dispensed. It is tempting to identify this John Delew, who was 
describe d as a bachelor of Laws with the John Dylew who was rector of 
. Colwall, chancellor of the cathedral, and canon and prebendary of 
Episcopi before his death in 1460. 4 Evidence from other dioceses 
suggests that the same care was not taken over the educational qualifi-
cations of ordinands as had been taken over these physical defects. 5 
There is only one comment in the visitation returns which remGtely 
pertains to this: one which must have been common to many parishes 
within the diocese, but which was confined to the Wales and the Marches. 
The parishioners of Garway complained that Sir Richard, the chaplain 
there 'is not qualified to bear the cure of souls because he does not 
know the Welsh language and many parishioners do not know the English 
language•. 6 Otherwise there are no complaints about the standard of 
learning of the clergy in the diocese. 
1. Reg. Mayew, 97 . 
2 . Reg. Booth, 93. 
3. Reg. Spofford, 120. 
4. Ibid. 364, 368; Fasti 13, 22 . 
5. Heath, op.cit. 15; M.Bowker, The Secular Clergy on the Diocese 
of Lincoln (Cambridge, 1968), 38ff. 
6. Heref. Vis. I 288-9. 
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Complaints were more forthcoming about the way in which the clergy 
performed their duti es . Again the visitation returns of 1397 provide 
almost the only source of evidence. For the most part they were complaints 
about omissions by the priests, but one very common complaint was that 
the priest celebrated twice. Each priest was allowed to say mass only 
once a day. If for any reason he had charge of more than one church 
or chapel, this presented proble.ms, especially on Sundays and Feast Days. 
When bishop Myllyng decided that the vicar of Aymestry should also 
celebrate at Leinthall Earles, he laid down that he should celebrate 
mass every Tuesday at Leinthall and on Sundays (when he would say 
mass at Aymestry) he would say one gospel and bless water and bread 
for the sick and aged at Leinthall. 1 Many clergy, however, seem to 
have i gnored this ruling and celebrated twice regardless. However, 
at Stokesay in 1397 the parishioners complained about this, because 
11the parishioners do not have such devotion in the second mass as if 
it were the first". 2 
At twenty-three churches there were complaints about the priest, 
sometimes the rector or vicar, sometimes a chaplain, neglecting certain 
services or duties. In some cases the complaint was trivial; at Ullings-
wick the rector celebrated too late in the day, after noon, at Lydebury 
North, Bromyard and Wigmore the deacon responsible for ring ing the bells 
did not do so, at Coddington the rector was lukewarm and negligent 
in divine service. 3 Other complaints were more serious; at Hentland 
the chaplain refused burial without jus~ cause, at Little Marcle the 
rector did not say matins or vespers, at Goodrich Castle there was no 
1. Reg. Myllyng, 112. 
2. Heref. Vis. IV 455. 
3. Heref. Vis. III 96, IV 457-8, III 97-8, IV 451, III 93-4. 
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ma tins on Eas~er Day . 1 Sometimes there were extenuating circumstances ; 
at Peter church the vicar was i nfirm, and could not say masses or 
divine service , visit the sick or baptise children. He did not provide 
a chaplain to perform these duties, but as the vicarage was worth less 
than £4 in 1291 it is perhaps unders tandable. At Stretton Frome there 
was no divine service becaus e a lawsuit was pending over the unsuitability 
of the vicar. 2 In a number of cases the s ituation was more serious, 
either a blanket condemnation as at Bucknell and Wentnor, where the 
incumbent 'does not serve in a praiseworthy manner' (at Wentnor he was 
also accused of frequenting taverns and general neglect ) , and 
Huwesfield, where the priest did not perform divine service, 3 or a 
long list of complaints which suggested that the priest was unsuited 
to his calling. At Eardisley the long list of complaints included 
refusing the sacraments and confession, refusing extreme unction, 
baptism withuut the chrism, and celebrating marriage without banns 
and not ringing the bells . The vicar was also accused of not providing 
a chaplain, but using female servants to help him instead, of not 
providing linen, and of not looking after the church goods. He was also 
suspected of incontinence . A side note early on reveals 'all trans-
gressions of the vicar have been deferred in the hope of reconciliatiorr. 4 
At Wolaston Philip Clyffeld was accused of not performing divine service 
for five or six weeks, of taking an empty pyx to final ri,tea, of 
saying mass late and refusing purification. A look at the instiution 
lists suggests that he was doing his best to get away from Wolaston: 
in November 1396 he had exchanged to the deanery of Bangor, then in 
1. Heref. Vis. II 447, IV 92, II 444. 
2. Ibid. I 283, III 95. 
3. Ibid. IV 454, 457, II 450. 
4. Ibid. IV 446-8. 
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April 1397 he exchanged back aeain, a nd in November 1398 he exchanged to 
Brockley rectory in the di ocese of Bat h and Wells. 1 At Clunbury the 
chaplain , Sir Edward , was accused of not serving the pari shioner s 
worthily and ~~menting disagreements, of refusing to administer 
extreme unction, of refusing burial masses and rites for the dead , of 
missing a servi ce at the feast of Corpus Christi, of refusing to accept 
purgation and of fornication. 2 Finally a t Kilp~ the chaplain, John ap 
Gwilliam ap Rys was ac cused of un~unj faith in tha t 'of ten he makes 
his procession at night-time with fantastic spirits '. 3 
Because of the general rule that the laity take communion at least 
once a year usua lly at Easter and that confession shoul d precede 
communion the bishops of Hereford were accustomed to licencefriars as 
additional confessors within the diocese to assist pari sh priests. 4 
Gradually these licences came to include preaching as well ; in 1346 
Thomas de Ledbury, James de Delve, and Reginald de Pontesbury, friars 
preacher were admitted to preach and act as confessors in the diocese 
and in the following year another friar preacher Thomas de Bybur y was 
so admitted. In 1368 Bishop Lewis Charlton admitted brother John Milton 
to preach and hear confessions in the diocese. However in the fifteenth 
century licences to preach became far more frequent as the need to 
expound the word of God was seen as more important. Iri 1418 bi shop 
Lacy issued letters commending Lewis Newchirch to preach in the diocese 
1. Ibid. II 449 , Reg . Trefnant, 190. 
2. Heref. Vis. IV 458-9. 
3. Ibid. I 287. 
4. Reg. Trillek, 19, 20, 21, 49, 92 , 104, 110, 111, 232 ; Reg . L. 
Charlton, 37 , 38, 45, 46, 47 , 50, 51, 61, 62; Reg. Gilbert, 20 , 21, 
41, 42, 44; Reg. MAscall, 11; Reg . Lacy, 11, 61; Reg. Polton, 13; 
Reg. Spofford;t16 , 100, 1>01; Reg. Boulers, 13;Reg. Stanbury , 5 , 19 , 
114; Reg . Myllyng, 30, 89; Reg. Mayew, 99, 101, 192 ; Reg . Booth , 
207, 208. 
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'that the good seed of his teaching may replace the tares sewn by 
1 detractors of the Catholic church'. Whether this emphasis on preaching 
was because of the perceived deficiencies of the parish clergy or 
whether it was intended to supplement their efforts is not clear but, 
2 by the episcopate of Dooth,such l icences had become commonplace. The 
value of some of this preaching may be doubted as some at least was in 
Latin. In 1453 Geoffrey Powys was licensed to preach in Latin and English 
as was Robert Bigge in 1523. 3 The issue of an indulgence, usually of 
forty days to listeners was also introduced during Booth's episcopate as 
an added incentive. 4 This emphasis on preaching may be seen as one of 
the responses of the church to changing ideas and the need to combat 
heretical ideas which were emerging . 
One of the major questions that concerned both contemporaries and 
modern scholars was that of residence in their benefices by the clergy. 
In theory all clergy were liable to reside in their benefices. Inevitably 
a conflict arose between this simple rule and the needs of a complex 
churc~d state, and in practice residence came to mean the serving of 
a cure by a competent person. Where a benefice was without cure residence 
came to be regarded as unnecessary, arid where there was a cure a system 
of licences grew up so that the diocesan could control the absent clergy 
and ensure that the cure was served by a deputy. 
One form of absence of course was the appropriation of a rectory 
by a religious house or corporation. As rectors the impropriators were 
entitled to all the revenues of that benefice, but, unless the parish 
1. Reg. Tri1lek, 92, 104; Reg . L.Charlton, 50; Reg, Lacy, 25. 
2 . Twenty such licences were issued duri.ng Booth's episcopate. 
3. Rea. Stanbury, 5; Reg. Booth, 148. 
4. Rea. Booth, 76, 175, 207. 
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church was also the pr i ory church , could not resiae, a nd so t he licence 
to appropriate usually incl uded a requirement for th~ cure to be served , 
either by a stipendiary chaplain or increas ingl y during the fifteenth 
century by a formally endowed vicar; 1 in 1331 Dorstone was appropri ated 
to t he prior and con~ent of Clifford, a nd bishop Charlton re served the 
right to ordain a vicarage, a right he took up in 1334 . 2 A similar 
provision was made in 1343 when he sanctioned the appropriation of 
Newnham church to St. Bartholemew •s Hospital, Gloucester , 3 and in 
1351 when bishop Trillek sanctioned the appropriation of Awre to the 
priory of Llanthony by Gloucester . 4 Other churches appropriated 
during the fourteenth and f ifteenth centuries where the bishop 
ordained a vicarage were Westbury and Minsterworth. 5 Almeley church 
was originally appropriated to Wormesley priory by bishop Gilbert, 
who did not ordain a vicarage , but merely a suitable chapl ain 
removable at the prior• s will, 6 but when Trefnant sanctioned the 
same appropriation he reserved to himself the ordination of a 
vicarage, and this vicarage , albeit a poor one, was in existence 
7 by 1397. 
Another reason for absence was the holding of two or more 
benefices at the same time . By the l ater middle ages pluralism 
had come to be defined as the occupation of two or more ecclesiastical 
1. For a general account of the foundation of vicarages see R.A.R. 
Hartridge, Vicarages in the Middle Ages (Cambridge , 1930), and 
V.F.M.Garlick, 1 The Provi sion of Vicars in the early Fourteenth 
Century•, History XXXIV (1949). 
2. Reg. T.Charlton, 8-10, 67. 
3. Ibid. 71-3. 
4. Reg . Trillek, 171, 243 . 
5 . Reg. Mascall, 77, 47 , 51- 54. 
6 . Reg. Gi lbert, 15-16. 
7 . Reg. Trefnant, 14 
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benefices with cure of souls annexed, at t he same time. 1 The 
constitution Execrabilis in 1317 insi sted that holders of pl uralities 
confine themse l ves after a dispensation t o a s ingle benefice with 
cure toge ther with a s inecure . Cathedra l and collegiate pr e bends 
were regarded as sinecures , although cathedral di gnities did invo lve 
t he cure of souls, and chapelries without rights of baptism and 
burial were a lso regarded as without cure. Occasionally a dispensation 
was granted t o cover two or more benefices with cure. The impact of 
Execrabilis on the di ocese of Hereford after 1327 seems to have been 
slight, judging from the records . In 1349 William de Leintwardine , 
rector of Aston , resigned Birley vicarage specifically because of 
this constitution, as did John de Middleton, rector of Lancaddok in 
2 St. David's diocese, when he res i gned Eastnor a month later. When in 
1366 the a r chbishop of Canterbury made a return of all p luralist s , 
only two of the returns made for Hereford diocese did not involve 
the holding of a prebend in a cathedral or college: John de Byketon 
held the free chapel of Greet and the free chapel of Hopton , both 
regarded as benefices without cure and worth a total of eighteen 
marks , 3 and Roger Mey had held the vicarage of Cleobury Mortimer 
and a free chapel in Lichfield diocese4 (and was briefly treasurer 
of Hereford in 1367). It is clear from Roger de Otery's defence of 
his holding of one rectory , one portion and five prebends that not 
all cler gy regarded plura lism as an evil ~ He c laimed "it is laid down 
in the s acred canons that a good and industrious person can govern 
1. A.Hamilton Thompson, 'Pluralism in the Medieval Church' , Associ ated 
.Architectural Societies Reports 33 (1915-6), 35. 
2. Reg. Trillek, 43. 
3. Reg. Langham, 40 . 
4 . Ibid. 46. 
5. Ibid. 44-45. 
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two or even ten churches better than another can govern one; and 
both he who resides and he who does not reside are understood t o serve 
the altar so long as they live a good life and expend well the income 
they der ive . "1 
The cathedral clergy continued throughout the period to hold 
one or more pr ebends alongside other benefices, but in the diocese of 
Hereford at least those benefices often , though by no means always, 
did not involve cure of souls : prebends in Holdgate , Burford or 
Pontesbury , the rectory of Ross (there was an ordained vicarage). 
By the end of the period under review pluralism was not regarded as 
important by the church, a lthough in 1526 Roger Walcot, vicar of 
Graveney and rector of Lydham, exhibited to the bishop the papal 
dispensation enabling him to hold two incompatible benefices . 2 A 
little earlier a number of the cathedral clergy also held incompatible 
benefices; Roger Brayne at his death held the treasurership, the 
prebend of Warham, and the vicarage of Lydney (which he had held 
since 1488) , 3 Hugh Ragone was rector of Bishopstone from 1448 to 
1481, during which time he also helc three prebends consecutively, 
Eatoo Sugwas rectory, and Hampton Bishop rectory, Ross rectory and 
Stoke Edith rectory, also consecutively. 4 Thomas Morton was rector 
of Castle Frome fro~467 until his death in 1511, and during that 
5 time he held the prebend of Hinton and the archdeaconry of Salop. 
A number of lesser beneficed clergy also held more than one 
1. The translation i s given in Pantin, op.cit. 40. 
2. Reg . Booth, 176. 
3. Fasti, 12, 42, 49; Reg . Myllyng , 196. 
4. Fasti 25, 41, 52; Reg. Spofford, 368; Reg . Stanbury, 181, 182; 
Reg. Myllyng, 199, 200 . 
5. Reg • f.layew, 278. 
benefice at t he same t i me within t he diocese of nerefor d , al t hough 
numbers are impossible to calculate as records are incomplete and 
names often confusing: however, it would be a very small percentage 
indeed of the total. Many went from one parish to another, but they 
resigned their former benefice on being instituted to the next. 
In the visitation returns of 1397 only two reports are given of 
clergy serving more than one benefice: at Elton the parishioners 
claimed that their chaplain celebrated mass twice because he was 
also vicar of Burrington. 1 At Lydebury North the parishioners 
denounced their vicar for being absent from the feast of St. Michael, 
but claimed t hat he served at Leintwardine during this time for a 
2 
salary. However, in many parishes people would not know if an 
absent rector held other cures or not. 
By far the biggest category of non-residence was simply that 
of clergy who for one reason or another did not reside in their 
benefice. Again the church was rather ambivalent in its attitude to 
the issue, for while it recognised the importance of residence, it 
also considered study, pilgrimages and sundry other reasons as 
legitimate causes for absence, and a system of lice~ces for absence 
and non-residence was set up. The offence was not of non-residence 
itself, but of non-residence without a licence. Nearly all the 
bishop's registers contain a number of licences for non-residence; 
the majority are for one or two years, although these could be renewed, 
and for study (although other reasons include pilgrimage or attendance 
on another cleric or layman). Sometimes no reason is given, or 'for 
1. Here!. Vis. IV 451. 
2. Ibid. IV 459. The length of his absence ·cannot be determined as 
a torn corner in a page of the aanuscript contained the detail. 
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good reason' suffi ces as an explana tion. Both Thomas Charlton and 
Trillek gave large numbers of dispensations f or abse nce: 97 in the 
case of Charlton over fourteen years, 66 in t h e case of Trillek over 
sixteen years, 1 although a number of t hese are repeat licences . Elias 
Walewayn, rector of Stoke Edith , was dispensed for non-residence 
three times, for five years in all, for study, before he exchanged Stoke 
Edith to the prebend of Westbury in Worcester diocese in 1336. 2 Adam 
Aylyngt on, firstly as rector of Aston Ingham and then as rector of 
Rock, was dispensed for non-residence while he was in attendance on 
the bishop of Worcester. 3 Philip Aace who was presented to Hopesay 
rectory in 1351 was immediately granted a dispensation for non-residence 
for study for three years on condition that he proceeded to the orders 
of acolyte and sub-dean within a year . He did so, and was granted 
a further dispensation for four years study in 1354. 4 After the 
episcopate of Trillek the licences for non-residence diminished sharply, 
only Mascall and Myllyng granting more than ten licences. 5 
Non-residence , therefore, only became an offence when it was not 
accompanied by a dispensation , and most of the bishops from time to 
time pursued the question with varying degrees of vigour. The first 
stage after the absence had been brought to the notice of the bishop 
was a monition to reside within a stated period. If this was ignored 
then the bishop or his commissary could proceed against the offender 
and summon him to appear in the bishop's court, where the fruits of 
1. Reg. T.Charlton , 89-92; Reg. Trillek, 395-7 . 
2 . Reg . T.Charltan 89 , 91 . 
3. Ibid. 89. 
4. Reg. Trillek, 396. 
5. For details see Reg. Gilbert, 127; Reg. Trefnant, 192; Reg. 
Mascall, 189; Reg. Lacy 121; Reg. Spofford, 371 ; Reg. Boulers, 
23 ; Reg. Myllyng, 207; Reg. Mayew, 285. 
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his benefice could be sequestrated and ul timately the defender 
could be dep rived of his benefice. In the two centuri es before 1535 
only nine clerics actually suffered thi s ultimate punishment for 
non - residence: i n 1357 bishop Trillek approved the proceedings of 
hi s commissary , who had depri ved Elias de Musar d of the r ector y of 
Hopton Wafer on the gr ounds of his absence abr oad . 1 It was nearl y a 
century before the next cleri cs were depri ved ; in 1435 Spofford 
deprived both William Tuppare, the vicar of Churcham, and Laurence 
Codde , the rector of Dennington for per s istent non- r esidence, and two 
ye ar s l ater he took similar action against William Braduby, the rector 
of St ockton , for non-residence and adultery . 2 Stanbury ordered the 
deprivation of Robert Pery, the rector of Cl eobur y North i n 1468 and t he 
rector of Upper Sapy i n 1472 , 3 while Myll yng records t he deprivation 
of Richard Vaughan , vicar of Stoke Bliss , and John Clouton, vi car of 
Wolferlow, in 1482 , and John Manuse, r ector of Stockton, in 1486 , all 
for non-residence.4 
Sequestr ation of the revenues of the benefice was i mposed i n t hr ee 
cases , twice by Booth, 5 and once by Spofford when William Bartere, 
the vic ar of Mambl e and Bayton, was ordered to return to his parish 
within a month , and the income was sequestrated because of his neglect 
of the buildings . 6 
Far more co mmon were monitions to indi vi duals or non-resident 
c l ergy generally to reside. I n 1347 Hugh de Neenton, r ector of Hopton 
Wafer , was warned to res ide there within a month . He evidently took 
steps to regularise his position, f or a year later he was dispensed 
1. Reg . Trillek , 46 . 
2. Reg . Spofford, 195, 197 , 221 . 
3 . Reg . Stanbury, 116, 125 . 
4. Reg. ~lyllyng, 80, 100. 
5 . Reg. Booth, 133 . 
6 . Reg. Spofford , 175. 
-214 
for non-residence for one year . 1 In 1385 Gilbert directed monitions 
to a number of rectors who had been absent to reside within three 
months: they included Hugo Ase , rector of Sidbury , Walter Buffard, 
rector of Lydham, Reginald Moniward of Munsley, Richard Henry of Byford, 
and John Pickering of Bishopstone. 2 Nothing further was mentioned 
about the subject, but in the visitation of 1397 Reginald Moniward 
was still rector of Munsley and noted as absent from his cure, 3 
and John Pikering, still rector of Bishopstone, died at Rome on 22nd 
January 1388.4 Mascall cited the vicar of Clifford, Thomas Haukesbury, 
to show cause why he should not be removed from the benefice for · 
continued absence, and warned Maurice Davy, the rector of Cradley, 
to reside in his parhsh, 5 but there is no indication that the matter 
went any further, Thomas Haukesbury indeed remaining vicar of Clifford 
until his resignation in 1421. 6 Bishop Lacy in his short episcopate 
moved more energetically against non-residence. In December 1418 
he issued a mandate to the commissary-general to find out and report 
any clergy who were non-resident and had farmed benefices without a 
li 7 cence . Just over a month earlier he had sent a list of seventeen 
rectors and one vicar to the official of the archdeacon of Salop 
with directions to order them to return to their benefices within 
8 
one month. Further study of the registers reveals that one of these, 
-
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
Reg. Trillek, 110, 395; no reason is given for the dispensation. 
Reg. Gilbert, 80. 
Heref. Vis. III 93. 
Reg. Gilbert, 121. 
Reg. Mascall, 41, 69. 
Reg. Pelton, 16. 
Reg. Lacy , 41. 
Ibid. 45; the clergy cited were the rectors of Puddlestone, New 
Radnor, Munsley, Evesbach, Aston, How Caple, Rock, Ludlow, Upton, 
Croft, Hope Baaot, Hopesay, Clun~ford, Worthen, Hughley, Onibury, 
Burwarton and the vicar of Uptat Bishop. 
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Ph i lip Davy r ec t or of Clungunfor d , was l i cens e d f or non-residence 
for one year i n April 1419 , 1 but no ac tion was t a ken against any of 
t he o thers . Another, John Taylor, the r ec tor of Munsley, had apparently 
been r esiding three mont hs earlier a s on the 30th August 1418 he had 
been one of the jur y at Monmouth to enquire into the vacancy of Ganerew. 2 
Among the others c ited was Adam of Usk , the f amous chronicler, who was 
rector of Hopesay , and He nry Myle, the rector of Ludlow, who was als o 
a canon of Hereford , both from t hat elite group of hig her clergy 
who us ed their parochia l benefices t o finance careers elsewhere . 
Bishop Spofford , early in his ep iscopate , issued a g eneral 
monition to all who held benefices with cure of s ouls and were 
no~e sident to return within a month or appear before him; 3 and in 
1428 John Staneway , a senior canon, was instructed to take action 
against non-resident c lergy. I n 1437 Spofford again commissioned 
John Dylewe to recall abs entees to their cures . 4 Those who were 
deprived by Spofford have alre ady been mentioned, but lesser action 
was taken against the rector of Greet and Richard Mays , the rector 
of Coddington. It may be significant that Richard Mays resigned 
Coddington within two months of the bi shop's order to return under 
. f d . t' 5 pa1n o epr1va 1on. Bishop Mayew also issued a monition for clergy 
absent without cause to return, on pain of excommunication, 6 but no 
further action is recorded. 
1. Reg . Lacy, 121. 
2. Ibid. 114. 
3. Reg. Spofford, 41. 
4. Ibid. 108 , 220 . 
5. Ibid. 358 . 
6. Reg. Mayew , 190. 
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Such cases of course •.vere a minority. Most of the parochial 
clergy di d reside in their benefice for a very long~time, but the bishop 
was rarely concerned with this. Howev.er, one exception to this must 
be noted : in 1346 Trillek wrote and recorded a testimonial to the 
good life and continuous residence in his parish of Ral ph de Brugge , 
vicar of Bridge Solers. 1 No doubt this could also be said of many 
others. 
Celibacy of the c lergy had for a l .ong time been the rule in the 
Catholic church, but it remained a rule that was not wholeheartedly 
accepted , and was difficult to enforce especially in remote areas 
amcng the lower clergy. Evidence from the visitation returns of 1397 
suggests that incontinence among the clergy was still widespread: 
fortynine parishes name one or more of the clergy as incontinent, 
and a further eight make grave if unproven accusations . Often the 
accusation does not involve a priest of their own village but an 
outsider whose own parishioners are notably silent or i gnorant about 
his actions , suggesting that when a priest was satisfactory in other 
respects then celibacy was not so important. The majority of the clergy 
accused were chaplains or curates, but in a number of cases the vicar 
or r ector of the parish was accused . In most cases the charge of 
incontinence was cnly with one person, and suspicion frequently fell 
upon a living-in servant or housekeeper . The returns are also noteworthy 
for the numbers of monks accused , in particular the monastery of 
Flaxley , which from the abbot downwards was a notable source of scandal 
1. Reg. Trillek, 35 
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to the parish of Westbury on Severn. 1 A number of clergy denied the 
charge of incontinence and purged themselves, while John Robyns at 
Bishop's Castle was cited to the next visitation. 2 
In 1430 after one of his visitations bishop Spofford directed his 
commissary- genera l to act against certain rectors and vicars accused 
of i ncontinence , William Eggetone, rector of Neen Solers, Reg inald 
Lye, rector of Wheathill, Thomas Wolf, rector of Sidbury, Wi lliam 
Trewelewebbe , vicar of Chelmarsh, Henry Teret, and Richard Skinner, 
rector of Montgomery, excommunicating them and even threatening to 
deprive them of their benefices if they were found guilty . 3 However 
there is no evidence of any action against them, any more than there 
is for an earlier citation by Spofford of certain clergy to appear 
before him to answer charges of incontinence. 4 In 1385 , however, th e 
vicar of Clifton had been excommunicated after his non-appearance to 
answer charges of immorality, and in 1475, bishop Myllyng deprived 
John Glover of his vicarage of Meole Bracy on account of his immoral 
life . 5 Gilbert had also ordered an inquiry into the alleged immorality 
of the parson of Monkland, having learnt of it from public rumour and 
the findings of his visitation~ Bishop Booth went so far as to order 
the clergy of Irchenfield deanery to warn the parishioners not to 
hear mass celebrated by David ap John of Monmouth, who continued 
despite the bishop's injunctions, to cohabit with Alice Phi lpottis. 7 
1. Heref. Vis. II 451. 
2. Ibid. III 456- 7. 
3. Reg. Spofford, 124. 
4. Ibid. 35. 
5. Reg. Gilbert, 84; Reg. Myllyng, 17. 
6 . Reg. Gilbert, 77. 
7. Reg . Booth, 190 . 
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Pre sumabl y this was because a sentence of excommunication against hirn 
had come into effect . 
Incontinence was not the only fault of the clergy to be censured 
h by parishioners or bishop. In 1397 seven parishes , Asperton, Garway , 
t.. 
Gooderich Castle, Huwesfield, Leominster, Monmouth and St. Weonards 
and Wentnor complained that the priest frequented taverns, and at Garway 
that this led to the revealing of confessions. 1 At Ashperton the 
accusation was made by one parishioner and denied by the others, and 
the case was dismissed. The vi car of Eardisley and clergy at Leominster, 
Monmouth and Stanton Lacy were accused of buying and selling for 
profit , and in the case of the chapl ain of !ilonmouth the case was sent 
2 to the court at Hereford . Usury was a less common and more serious 
charge, which was levelled against the vicar of Eardisley and the vicar 
of Yazor in 1397, 3 and for which John Raine the rector of Woolstaston 
was punished in 1424 . 4 
As has been seen throughout this chapter, life for the majority 
of the parochial clergy during this period was often difficult , nor 
were they immune from the violence that was endemic throughout England 
and Wales. For the most part they were on the receiving end of this 
violence, but some of the clergy certainly gave as good as they got , 
or even struck the first blow. Although the full weig ht of spiritual 
sanctions (and more temporal ones if excommunication failed to have 
an effect) could be brought against anyone who laid hands on a priest, 
this certainly did not stop some people who had gr~dges , real or 
1. Heref. Vis . III 95, I 288-9, II 444, 450, III 99 , 100, I 288, 
IV 457. 
2. Ibid. IV 447, III 99 , II 445, IV 452 . 
3. Ibid. IV 447, I 284 . 
4. Reg. Spofford, 52. 
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imagined , aga inst t he pries t or the church he repres ented . Ver y rarely 
-
are bot h s ides of the story given in the bishop ' s register, and 
guesses can only occasionally be made at the actions that provoked 
vio lence. In 1346 four groups of people were excommunicated, three of 
t hem unknown, for violence against the church or cler gy. Wi l liam de 
Was she bourne, a pri est , was assaulted and wounded by armed men and 
kept prisoner i n Stanford church , and only freed the following day by 
king's men. 1 Sir Thomas , the chapl ain of Pauntley, was attacked at 
Homme bridge , 2 and at Ullingswick armed men occupied the church and 
prevented everyone from attending divine service. This may have been 
part of the dispute over the right of patronage to Ull ingswick , which 
involved the bishop , king , abbess of Elstow and Robert of Pembridge, 
but the bland entry in the register gives no indication of this . 3 The 
fourth dispute was almost certainly part of a dispute over landholdings, 
since the mandate was to admonish persons who had taken possession of 
land granted by Cecil Bresebon to his heirs for the support of a 
4 priest in Montgomery church, to return them within fifteen days. 
Another dispute from Trillek' s register shows the cler·gy in a less 
favourable light; in 1349 Edward III sent to bishop Trillek a writ 
forbidding him to hear the plea of Henry Shipton, the archdeacon of 
Salop (who was later to be involved in a struggle for control of the 
bishop when his health broke down).'5 Shipton, who had been found 
1 . Reg . Trillek , 84 . 
2. Ibid. 191. 
3. Ibid. 99 . For details of this dispute see S . H. Martin ,' The 
Presentation to Ullingswick ' ~ Woolhope Society Transactions 35 
(1955-7 ) , 46- 48. 
4 . Ibid. 96. 
5. See chapter 2 , pp. 39-40. 
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guilty by a coroner's court of complicity in the murder of J ohn Ace 
of Ludlow, had cited J ohn de Evesham, the rector of Cudlow , on a charg e 
of defamation on the grounds that h e had instructed some of his tenants 
who were on the jury to find him guilty . 1 The king's concern was that 
the church courts should not interjfere with the royal courts, but, 
whatever the truth of the charges (and bearing in mind Shipton ' s 
later career it is difficult to believe him entirely innocent ) , it 
does not reflect well on the church in the archdeaconry of Salop . 
Sometimes the actions of the clergy incited violence. In 1383 
bishop Gilbert requested the c lergy of his diocese to publish a sentence 
of excommunication against those who had deprived the church of 
Hereford of any of her property or privileges; 2 this was couched in 
general terms and such denunciations were regularly published. However 
Thomas Charlton of Whitton Aston took offence at this and prevented 
the vicar of Aston from publishing the mandate, using force. When the 
apparitor tried to cite him to appear before the bishop's courts to 
answer for these offences, he too was attacked by a group of armed men . 
Charlton was excommunicated for contumacy in not appearing before the 
court, rather than for his violence. 3 In 1380 the assailants of Walter 
Wodeway, a chaplain, were forced to seek absolution from the Holy See 
and to compensate him, while in 1404 Richard Boye was absolved from 
excommunication incurred by an assault on David Keniset, a chaplain. 4 
Two cases in Spofford 's episcopate involved the castration of a 
priest: in 1422 a sentence of excommunication was pronounced against 
l. Reg. Trillek, 323 . 
2. Reg. Gilbert, 12, 13. 
3. Ibid. 13-15. 
4. Reg. Gilbert, 21-22; Reg. Mascall, 39. 
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1 those '"'h•: c as tr ated t he rector of ~~lunslow, whil e t•.o~o entries in 
1423 concern an assault of John Bayl y , a chaplain of Much Dene. In 
the first entry in i4arch 1423 the rector of Much Dene i s empowered 
to confess and absolve John Bayly's assailant; 2 the second is undated, 
but among other entries for 1423, and in it the bishop directs the rector 
of to1uch Dene in much stronger terms to warn John Bayly's assailants, 
who have castrated him, to seek absolution before All Sants Day 
(November 1st) or t hey would be subject to the secular authorities. 3 
Presumably both entries refer to the same incident, although the 
bishop takes a much stronger line in the second mandate . In 1432 
Spofford excommunicated the unknown murderers of the vicar of Upton 
Bishop, 4 and in 1486 certain parishioners of Bosbury were absolved for 
an attack on the rector of Munsley and sent on a pilgrimage to the 
shrine of St . Thomas. 5 In Booth's episcopate he excommunicated unknown 
malefactors who stole goods from the vicar and farmer of Bosbury , and 
granted absolution to a certain Richard Shepherd who assaulted a priest . 6 
When the tables were turned and the instigator of the violence 
was a priest, the church tended to be more lenient . No further evidence 
is forthcoming over the enquiry into the rumour that Henry Prince, a 
chaplain of Wistanstow, had killed a man in 1451, 7 but in 1515 the 
bishop, by papal authority, granted a dispensation for homicide to 
John Mores a priest. He had been involved in a brawl which had caused 
1. Reg . Spofford, 9. 
2 . Ibid . 16 . 
3 . Ibid. 36. 
4. Ibid . 141. 
5. Reg. Myllyng, 107. 
6. Reg. Booth, 150, 175. 
7. Reg. Boulers, 18, 19. 
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t he aea t h of a l ayman. The di spensa tion al l owed h i m, a fter temporary 
. t ' . 1 s us pens1on, to con 1nue h1s career. William Gl over, a clerk ac cused 
of housebreaking at Monmouth and incarcerated in the bishop' s prison , 
2 
was gr anted a roy al pardon and so released . Humphrey Smythe, however, 
was banned from serving in the diocese until he obtained absolution 
f or a homicide and a legal dispensation . 3 
Despite all these shortcomings many clergy served their parishes 
faithfully. In the visitation reports forty- eig ht parishes reported 
that all was well, while another thirty-eight reported only minor 
moral misdemeanours among their parishioners . Other more positive 
records are lacking: visitation records and the bishop's registers 
were used to record faults, not virtues. However, even the most faithful 
and conscientious priests grew old. Althoug h some priests changed 
benefices regularly, large numbers remained in the same benefice 
for many years, often up to forty years . Inevitabl y the time came when 
throug h old age or sickness they could not carry out their duties. 
There was no regular procedure for dealing with a priest who had no 
private income on which to retire. In the fourteenth century it was 
common to appoint a coadjutor to assist the incumbent when he could 
no longer carry out his duties, although there are indications that 
this was not always easy . When William, the vicar of Stokesay , could 
no longer carry out his duties in 1347 Trillek appointed three different 
4 
coadjutors in three months. Sometimes the coadjutor was the incumbent 
of a neighbouring parish , which must have meant a doubling of his 
1. Reg . Mayew , 218 . 
2 . Reg • Booth 231. 
3 . Ibid . 106, 241 . 
4. Reg . Trillek, 110, 111 . 
223 
normal workload, while a t other times no deta i ls are gi ven. 1 The 
pra~tice of appointing coadjutor s seems to have be come less common in 
the fifteenth century , possibly as a result of t he growi ng practic e 
of providing pensions ou t of the income from the benefice for the 
reti ring incumbent. Pensions wer e a l most unheard o f in the four teenth 
century among the parish clergy , but became v~ry common by the second 
half of the fifteenth century. Sometimes t he pension was assigned t o 
t he r etiring incumbent by the b i shop , at other times h e was l i cenced 
to negotiate with his successor. Some care was needed over this, as a 
promise to pay a pension on condition that the incumbent retired came 
very c lose to simony, hence the need for a licence. In some cases a 
pension was specifically provided for a sick or elderly incumbent as 
when Peter Whitton resigned the rectory of English Bicknor i n 1414 
on a pension of twelve marks, and Thomas Bollesdone resigned Hopesay 
on a pension of ten marks in 1433 . 2 Increasingly t hough a pens i on 
became divorced from the l ength of service or any stated reason, and 
no doubt abuses of the system crept in. In 1519 David Cooper M.A., 
described as a deacon on his institution in 1516, resigned Caynham 
on a pension of 20s . As the benefice was only valued at £4 8s Od i n 
1535 and David Cooper had only been there three years, it is difficult 
to see the justification for it. 3 It was certainly not age , for 
David Coupar M.A. became rector of Ribbesford in 1531, when he agreed 
1. There are three examples from Thomas Charlton's episcopate 
(Reg . T. Charlton, 6 , 21) , six from Trillek's (Reg. Trillek, 
37, 110, 111, 178 , 233 , 236) , one each from Glibert and Mascall 
(Reg . Gilbert, 19; Reg . Mascall , 73), four from Spofford's (Reg. 
Spofford , 108, 134, 372) , and one from Mayew's (Reg . Mayew, 78) . 
2. Reg. Mascall, 82 ; Reg. Spofford , 148 . 
3. Reg. Booth, 68, 332; V.E. III 201. 
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to pay Thomas Pa r ker the reti ring rector the astonishing pension of 
£14 from a benefice valued at under £4. 1 
In many ways the life of a parish priest was a very isolated on e , 
for his contacts with other sections of t he church were few and formal. 
He might see the bishop , or more often not , on his triennial visitation, 
but then his concerns would be ma inly financial and judicial; the 
archdeacon too, whether he came in person or by deputy, would be an 
authoritarian figure rather than a source of support and encouragement. 
The rural dean also had a primarily judicial role, but would be appointed 
from among his fellow rectors and vicars. Although much work was directed 
at the rural dean by the bishops and archdeacons, it was not a way to 
further promotions within the church; above all the rural dean had to 
be resident in the deanery, he remained one of the parochial clergy, 
and it is significant that only occasionally are they addressed by 
name; it was th e office, not the person, that mattered. 
There was provision for the clergy to meet together in diocesan 
synods; bishop Trillek had been urged to call one together in 1346 
to consider advancing the payment of the tenth. On that occasion he 
had made do with proctors from each deanery to save the expense. 2 
Booth in 1519 commissioned the archdeacons to cite the clergy to appear 
at the chapter house at Hereford for the archdeaconry of Hereford and 
at Ludlow church for the archdeaconry of Salop to discuss articles 
put forward by Cardinal Wolsey for the reform of the church. 3 However 
1. Reg. Booth, 345; Tax. 175. However Ribbesford did include 
Bewdley chapel in 1531. 
2. Reg. Trillek, 269, 270. 
3. Reg. Booth, 66-67. 
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the impress i on ga i ned i s that th i s i s the exception r at her than the 
rule, and t hat the parish clergy did not meet together a s a body , 
but r emained i solated in the ir pari shes , closer to their pari shioners 
than to other secti ons of the church . 
The place of the parish clergy was in their parishes, a role 
seen by other sections of the church as necessary, but inferior to 
the work of the higher echelons· of the secular clergy , who might recei ve 
part of their income from such a source, but who saw their place as i n -
the cathedral, papal curia or royal court. The work of the monastic 
and mendi cant orders too was seen as being of more spiritual value 
than that of the parish priest, not only by the church but also by 
the laity , who were prepared to divert resources from the parish to 
the monastery . The wealthier par i shes certainly attracted a different 
sort of clergy, better educated and more wide-ranging i n their interests, 
but the downgrading of the role of the parish priest meant that often 
they did not remain in the parishes, but used them to fund other 
roles in church and state . Given this situation, it is only surprising 
that there were not more problems in the parishes than those revealed 
in this evidence. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
RELIGIOUS HOUSES IN THE DIOCESE OF HEREFORD 
The eleventh and twelth centuries had seen the flowering of the 
monastic ideal and throughout England preconquest monasteries had been 
refounded and re-endowed, and new monasteries established by old and 
new orders alike. The diocese of Hereford shared in this but its 
isolation and comparative poverty meant that, on the whole, foundations 
were fewer and smaller than in other parts of the country. These 
factors however, as in northern England, attracted the Cistercian 
order, and of their numerous foundations along the Wels h march two 
abbeys, Dore and Flaxley were in the diocese. The small foreign 
order of Grandmont also sought out remote areas and two of its three 
English houses were in the diocese, at Crasswall and Alberbury. The 
Benedictines, as befitted the largest and oldest ·.order, had the 
greatest number of houses in the diocese but none of them were abbeys, 
and only four, Bromfield, St. Guthlac's, Leominster1 and Monmouth w~re 
conventual priories of any size, "the remaining houses being priory 
cells, run by two or three monks at most, controlled and removeable at 
the will of the abbot of the mother house. 2 The Cluniacs had the large 
and important house of Wenlock with its dependent cell of Church 
Preen, and also Clifford priory, a daughter house of Lewes. The order 
of Tiron established one cell at Titley. 
The Austin canons were second only to the Black Monks in the 
1. For discussion of Leominster's status see B.A. Kempt, The 
~onastic Dean of Leominster, E.H.R . vol. 83 (1968), 505 -515 • 
. . 
2 . Benedictine cells in the diocese included Colwall, Kilpek, 
Livers Ocle, Norville, Monkland and Newent. 
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number of their houses in the diocese, which included Wigmore abbey 
and priories at Chirbury, Wormesley and Flannesford, as well as a cell 
of Wigmore at Ratlinghope. The Knights Hospitaller, in their own right 
and as inheritors of the possessions of the Knights Templar, were also 
well represented in the diocese with preceptories at Dinmore and Garway 
and smaller cells at Stanton Long and Bosbury. The numbers involved 
however were v1Y small. Two nunneries of Austin nuns were established 
at Aconbury and Limebrook. 
By the middle of the fourteenth century this enthusiasm and 
piety was being chanelled elsewhere, and only one new house, that of 
Austin canons at Flannesford, was founded in the period under review. 
Founded in 1346 it was poorly endowed and never seems to have supported 
more than two or three canons, although from the size of the refectory 
a much larger house was intended. 
Although the early ideal of the monasteries might have been to 
withdraw completely from the world to devote themselves fully to God, 
the very nature of their existence prevented this. The endowments 
whictlprovided their living were in lands and rents, tithes and churches. 
I 
Like the bishops in whose diocese their monasteries and estates lay, 
they became great landowners with problems of administration, 
marketing and taxation. As rectors of churches and owners of tithes 
and advowsons they became important patrons and participants in the 
secular church, and as such answerable to the ordinary for their 
administration. The monastery took its place within the framework of 
diocesan organisation and, unless specially exempt, was subject to the 
authority of the ordinary. The bishop also used them as agents of 
diocesan policy, most notably as collectors .. of tenths granted by 
convocation to the king, and later in the period, as suffragans during 
his absence or incapacity. The heads of the larger houses, like their 
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bishops, were too important for the government to ignore and they too 
became agents of, and subject to royal policy in theiy area. Nor was 
all this traffic one way. If the monasteries were patrons of many parish 
churches, they too were under the patronage of some lord or the king, 
a descendant of the founder or a source of endowments with influence 
over the monastery and its inhabitants and a say in its organisation 
and running. Monasteries became, during the war with France, an 
instrument of royal policy, and royal sequestration of houses and cells 
owing their allegiance to foreign houses caused many problems for them 
during the fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries. 1 
The bishop had wide powers over the regular clergy as well as the 
secular clergy. Only a bishop was able to ordain, and all the clergy, 
regular and secular, carne to the regular ordinations held by the 
diocesan or his suffragan. The extensive ordination lists of the bishops 
of Hereford include considerable numbers of the religious of all orders. 
In some cases their monastery is named, in others merely their order is 
given. Nuns could not be ordained but were consecrated to God by the 
bishop in a ceremony of laying on of hands; several instances of this 
are recorded in the registers of bishops Mayew and Booth. 2 More 
importantly the bishop had the same powers of institution of the head 
of a monastery and visitation of the house as he had over any other 
beneficeunless it was exempt for any reason. 
I 
No indivdual house held an exempt monastic jurisdiction in the 
diocese of Hereford, but several orders had obtained from the Pope 
exemption from diocesan authority for all their houses. Foremost amongst 
these was the Cistercian order and the bishop of Hereford neither 
1. See C. New, History of the alien priories to the Confiscation of 
Henry V, Chicago 1914, and N.M. Morgan, The suppresion of the Alien 
Priories, History vol XXVI, (1941-2) 204 - 211. 
2. Reg. Mayew, 194; Reg. Booth, 133, 170. 
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visited the abbeys of Oore and Flaxley nor had any powers over the elec-
tion of abbots . It was customary however for the bishop to give his 
formal blessing to the new abbot, receiving in turn the abbot's obedience 
although always with the proviso •saving my order'. At Dore the earliest 
example of this is in 1346 when bishop Trillek blessed the abbot of 
1 Dore in the parish church at Ledbury. The name of the abbot is not 
given; D.H . Williams asserts that it was Richard Wroth, 2 but his 
predecessor, Richard Stradell did not die until July 29 1347, and as in 
November 1347 Trillek was again preparing to bless the abbot of Dore at 
his manor of Goldhill in the diocese of Salisbury3. it seems more · likely 
that the old abbot was being blessed by the new bishop, rather than the 
new abbot being blessed twice, the second time at some inconvenience. 
Certainly bishop Lewis Charlton blessed Wroths successor in 1363 in the 
chapel at Whitbourne and received the abbot's obedience. 4 In 1385 
Richard, abbot of Dore, was blessed by bishop Gilbert at Whitbourne5 , 
but no further examples are recorded until bishop Spofford blessed 
Richard Rowchester, elect of Dore, in 1441 at Sugwas. 6 His successor, 
Philip de Hewelyn, was blessed by bishop Myllyng in 1478 and gave a 
7 promise of obedience. In 1516 when Thomas Clebury was elected the see 
was vacant but the vicars general, following these precedents, 
1. Reg. Trillek, 38 
2. D.H. Williams, Abbey Dore, Monmouthshire Antiquary, vol 12 
(1965-9) 85. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
Ibid 84. Reg Trillek, 122. 
Reg . L. Charlton, 10 
Reg. Gilbert, 68. 
Reg. Spofford, 241. 
Reg. Myllyng, 38. 
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empowered the suffragan to receive the ~~n~of the newly elected abbot 
and give him the episcopal blessing. 1 The last two abbots of Dare, John 
Glynne and John Redbourne also made professions of obedience to bishop 
Booth and received his blessing in 1526 and 1529 respectively. 2 
The evidence from Flaxley is not so clear. Possibly as a smaller and 
less important house it was not so necessary to keep a record, but 
examples do exist. Bishop Courteney blessed Richard Peyt, the newly 
elected abbot of Flaxley, at Sugwas and received an oath of canonical 
obedience. The ~cribe records that the new abbot subsequently wrote the 
3 
mark of the cross and added the words 'saving my order'. In 1427 bishop 
Spofford recorded that William, a monk of Flaxley, was. made abbot and 
made his obedience.4 Mayew was the last bishop to record such a 
5 benediction, that of John in 1509 in return for his homage. 
The Cluniac houses had also been granted exemption from episcopal 
jurisdiction by the Pope and so the bishop of Hereford had no authority 
over Clifford priory or Wenlock priory with its dependent cell of Preen. 
Wenlock, the wealthiest house in the diocese, was originally dependent 
i 
on La Charite but became denizen in 1395. The priors however continued 
I 
to be nominated by the abbot of La Charite or his proctor in England, or 
occasionally by the king until, in 1494, Prior Robert Singer obtained a 
bull from the Pope which put the house under papal control with the 
6 
right. of free election, and subject to visitation by the papal collector. 
1.·' Reg. Mayew, 2,!, . 
2. Reg. Booth, 177, 208. 
3. Reg. Courteney, 9-10. 
4. Reg. Spofford, 103. 
5. Reg. Mayew, :.e6. 
! 6. R. Graham, Roland Gosnell, prior of Wenlock. E~fish Ecclesiastical 
Studies, London 1929, 125. 
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Bishop Booth of Hereford however was brought into judgement over the 
first election so held, not in his capacity as diocesan, but as 
commissary of the papal legate, Thomas Wolsey, archbishop of York, to 
\ 
whom appeal was made after oppos~ion to the election of Roland Gosnell 
in 1521. Booth was deputed by Wolsey to act for him in holding an 
inquiry into the election and to confirm Gosnell as prior if he found 
the election to be valid. This Booth duly did in Wenlock priory church 
on August 9th, after hearing evidence from both sides. Later he received 
1 the oath of obedience to the Pope from Gosnell. 
Bishop Trillek also records in his return to the papal legate of 
houses exempt from ordinary jurisdiction2 that, besides the four 
•endicant orders, the Grandmontine house of Alberbury was exempt, but 
does not mention the other Grandmontine house of Crasswall. In fact the 
Grandmontine houses had been granted exemption in 1189. Priors were 
nominated by the prior of Grandmont and were removeable at his will, or, 
on occasions during the war with France, by the king. 
The remaining conventual houses were subject to the authority of the 
bishop and elections or presentations to the headship of the house 
concerned the bishop in the same way as other benefices. Certain 
priories, usually cells and not conventual priories, were not benefices 
in this legal sense since their priors held no security of tenure and 
were removeab~e at the will of the head of the mother house. In this way 
they were more akin to the secular stipendiary chaplains or curates with 
whose appointments the bishop was powerless to interfere. The only 
conventual priory to have such a prior in the diocese was Leominster, a 
cell of Reading, where throughout the fourteenth century the abbot 
1. Reg. Booth, 108 - 114. 
2. Reg. Trillek, 252. 
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insisted on his power to remove the prior at his will although· the 
convent was fully constituted and subject to visita~ion by the bishop. 1 
The preceptories of the Hospitallers were also of this type as they were 
mainly granges run by two or three knights. 2 
After an election or presentation the bishop had to confirm and 
institute the candidate and cause him to be installed and inducted, 
usually by the rural dean or a local cleric. If the prior or abbot 
proved to be unsuitable then the bishop would canonically deprive him 
and set in train a new election or presentation. He could also sequestr-
at~the possessions of the house and entrust them to commissioners of his 
own choice. The priorships of Flannesford, Titley and Monmouth were 
subject to presentation by the patron of the monastery or the abbot of 
the mother house. Flannesford, founded by the Talbots, later earls of 
Shrewsbury, was presented with its first ·prior in 1346, John Cosyn, a 
canon of Wormesley. 3 Most of the presentations to Flannesford go 
unremarked but in 1383 the patron failed to present and Thomas Newbold 
was collated by lapse by bishop ~ilbert. 4 In 1514 the bishop interfered 
again when he deprived John Homme of the priorship far some unrecorded 
reason and George Talbot, earl of Shrewsbury presented Ethelbert Aythen, 
formerly subprior of Wigmore. 5 During the fourteenth century Titley, a 
dependent of Tiron had its priors, usually monks of Tiron, presented to 
the bishop by the abbot of Tiron on the rare occasions when England was 
6 
not at war with France, and, more often, by the proctor of the abbot. 
1. · Kempt,. op. cit. 514. 
2.- D. Knowles & R. Hf\ticock, •edieva1 Religious Houses, London 1953, 
234, 240. 
3. Reg. Trillek, 89. 
4. Reg. Gilbert, 117 
5. Reg. Mayew, 191. 
6. Reg. T. Charlton,19-20, Reg. Trillek, 374, 39. 
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By 1376 the priory had been let out at farm t o laymen on condition tha t 
they provided for the maintenance of divine service ~nd kept it in good 
repair . I n 1379 another grant specified that the farmer find a chaplain 
to celebrate divine servic e daily, suggesting that the monks were no 
lr.nger in residence~ and in 1391 Tiron's possessions at Titley were sold 
to Winchester College . 2 
Monmouth was much bigger than the two preceding houses , but like 
Titley its affairs were complicated by its frequent confiscation to 
the crown as an alien house. At the beginning of the period the abbot 
of the mother house of St. Florent de Saumur presented to the priory, 
usually a monk of Saumur and this remained the situation in 1349 when 
William Pippin replaced Radulph. 3 In 1377 Thomas Tynny, an Englishman, 
was recorded as being jointly presented to the bishop by the abbot of 
4 Saumur and the patron, the duke of Lancaster, but thereafter the 
presentations were customarily made by the dukes of Lancaster as lords 
of Monmouth , and after 1399, the crown as dukes of Lancaster, and the 
priors so presented were English. During the fifteenth century it 
became more usual for the prior of Monmouth to resign when he felt he 
could no longer carry out his duties and several priors received 
pensions from their successors through the good offices of the bishop. 
In 1455 bishop Stanbury ordained a pension for Richard Horton who was 
old and weakened by ill-health. 5 This was no doubt a just reward for 
twenty years service as prior, but his successor, James Onybury , who 
resigned from Monmouth only two years after leaving Gloucester to 
1. C.P.R. 1374-77, 370; ibid , 1377-81, 377 . 
2 . I bid. 1388-92, 434. 
3. Reg . Tril1ek, 44. 
4. Reg. Gilbert, 7 . 
5. Reg. Stanbury , 16-7. 
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accept the priorship received a similar pension after begging the 
bishop to release him from his office because of ill-health. 1 Bishop 
Booth did not go a s far as Stanbury in ordaining pensions but i n 1~24 
he gave prior Robert Burton permission to treat with his probable 
successor about a pension. 2 Since the resignation and new appointment 
went through it may be presumed that the negotiations were successful . 
Richard Evesham, the new prior, was not so fortunate; in 1524 he was 
deprived by Booth for neglect and maladministration, and ultimately 
absenteeism,although apparently respected by the same bishop for his 
1 . 3 earn1ng . 
All the houses of Austin canons in the diocese elected their 
priors after receiving permission from their patron. The election 
itself and the person elected were subject to scrutiny by the bishop, 
and then came the process of confirmation, institution, installation, 
and induction, the last two usually delegated to the rural dean or a 
local clergy man. The involvement of the diocesan began with the death 
or resignation of the last prior; the bishop was notified and issued 
summonses or writs for the election, usually in conjunction with the 
patron as at Chirbury in 1424. 4 On the appointed day all the canons 
of the house assembled and after a service proceeded to the election. 
For the most part the details of the election are lacking but one very 
detailed account of and election, that of Walter Hopton as abbot of 
Wigmore, has survived in bishop Mayew's register. 5 In addition to those 
canons taking part in the election there were present two public 
t. Reg. Stanbury, 44-6. 
2. Reg. Booth 148. 
3. Ibid. 287-8. In 1532 Booth licenced Evesham who held the degree 
of B. Theol. to preach in the diocese. (Ibid. 248) 
4. Reg . Spofford, . '76-7. 
5. Reg. Mayew, 82-88. 
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n0taries to record and attest the proceedings , John Wardroper, archdeacon 
of Stafford, (probably a canon of Hereford and later -treasurer 0f the 
cathedral and archdeacon of Salop1 and certainly a trusted servant of the 
bishop) as direc t or and ass istant in the election, and three witnesses , 
Magister Henry Martyn, another canon of Hereford, Humphrey Blackborne, 
the rector of Ludlow and yet another public notary. Various forms of 
election were p0ssible, but on this occasion they decided to wait for 
inspiration from the Holy Spirit. Clearly dissens ion was not expected 
nor did it arise as Walter Hopton was their unanimous choice, and 
Henry Martyn was commissioned to make known the result. Next t he 
consent of Walter Hopton was sought and in this case it appears that 
it was not a foregone conclusion as he had to be asked three times 
before he could be persuaded to assent. Although a great position, 
running so large and unruly a monastery as Wigmore would not be a 
sinecure. Then proctors were sent to the bishop requesting him to 
examine the election, and in due course the bishop ordered a citation 
for anyone objecting to the election, the elected , or the form of the 
election to be present at a set time and place when he or his commissary 
would hear a petition from the electors reciting the details of the 
election and requesting the bishop to confirm it, and any objections 
(if there were any), and confirm the election. 2 For the most part only 
these formal confirmations have survived to reveal the bishop's part. 
S ,.. !ca.r- ti presentation, if the election was not held within three 
months of the death or resignation of the last abbot the bishop could 
collate to the vacancy by lapse. On at least one occasion this provided 
a useful way out for a monastery under pressure. In 1441 fierce 
1. Fasti 8, 11, 15. 
2. Reg. Booth, 36-7. 
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Welshmen f rom t he mountains tried to force on Chirbury priory one of 
their relatives , John Dwy, a canon pr ofessed in Holy Trinity monastery 
London. The convent, f orced to a form of election, waited until these 
unruly supporters left then sent to the bishop disavowing the illegal 
election and gratefully a llowing the choice of a successor to devolve 
on him. 1 In 1489 the bishop presented to Chirbury again. The rea son is 
not clear, the register merely gives it as by right of devolution 
for that term and the bishop appointed the new prior exactly three 
months from the day of the resignation of the last prior. 2 
The nuns of Aconbury and Limebrook elected their prioresses and 
here too the bishop had similar powers. In 1473 bishop Stanbury, having 
deprived the former prioress of Aconbury,(no reason is given) confirmed 
the election of her successor , Joan Draper, 3 and in 1490 bishop Myllyng 
assigned a pension to another prioress, Cecily Mason. 4 At Limebrook 
canons of Wigmore were witnesses to the resignation of Matilda Whitney 
in 1429 and the election of Agnes Corbury in her place .5 In 1488 Emma 
Powers alias Grey was deprived by the bishop from her office as prioress 
6 
of Limebrook. 
All the non-exempt houses in the diocese were subject to regular 
visitation and correction by the ordinary as were other churches in the 
diocese. This visitation was in theory triennial and could be delegated 
to the vicar-general or the commissary of the bishop, but whether the 
visitation was held or not procurations had to be paid by all those 
liable to visitation. The frequency with which the bishops of Hereford 
1. Reg. Spofford, 242-3. 
2. Reg. Myllyng, 123. 
3. Reg. Stanbury, 132. 
4. Reg. Myllyng, 124. 
5. Reg. Spofford, 119-120. 
6. Reg. Myllyng, 112. Again no reason is given. 
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conducted their visita tions has been discuss ed elsewhere1 a nd it seems 
likely that t he visita tion of non-exempt monasterie~ usually took place 
during the course of theinregular parochial visitations although t he 
evidence is scanty. They certainly paid triennial procurations but the 
only extensive set of visitation returns ext·ant for the diocese do not 
include any returns from religious houses. However a memorandum of 
bishop Trillek in 1354 records that the prior of Monmouth paid procur-
ations after a visitation of the church of Monmouth on one day and the 
priory on the next . 2 In 1436 bishop Spofford directed the abbot of 
Wigmore to correct abuses discovered at the recent triennial visitation 
of that monastery. 3 In 1514 bishop Mayew commenced his triennial visitat-
ion having first sent out under his seal warning -letters to the abbot of 
Wigmore and priors of other religious houses and also to the rural deans 
to cite the parish clergy. 4 That was on March 7th and on April 8th the 
bishop was still at Wigmore on his ordinary visitation concerning himself 
with the vacancy at Flannesford, but by June 8th he had moved to Wormesley 
where he found that one of the canons there had run off and was serving 
~ 
as a priest in the church of T~~ower in St. David's diocese, whereupon 
he requested the bishop of St. David's to return him for judgement. 5 
Bishop Booth evidently regarded the religious houses in the diocese as 
part of his regular visitation for when, in 1518, he was prevented from 
holding his first visitation by a summons to the council, he handed it 
over to his vicar-general with specific instructions about these 
religious houses. Commissions were sent to the abbot of Wigmore and the 
1. See chapter 2, 
2. Reg. Trillek, 211. 
3. Reg. Spofford, 216. 
4. Reg. Mayew, 165. 
5. Ibid. 174. 
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pr ior s of Wor mesley , Monmouth, Chirbury and Br omfie ld, but the bishop 
put off his vis itation of Aconbury and Limebrook until he could carry it 
out in person,and also that of Flannesford which was us ually carried 
out a t Monmouth because 'the prior is alone and does not cus t omarily 
1 . have fellow monks.' On February 26th 1522 Booth began h1s second 
triennial visitation and notice was sent to the abbot of Wigmore that 
the bishop proposed to visit the · monastery on the 26th March as part 
of his visitation; on April 9th a request was received from t he abbot 
of Gloucester for the bishop to defer his visitation of Hereford priory. 2 
In addition to his regular duty of visiting the monasteries a bishop 
could conduct,or appoint a commissary to conduct, a special visitation 
if circumstances suggested the necessity. At Chirbury they very frequently 
did. In 1394 after a mission overseas bishop Trefnant visited the house 
and rec ·ved reports that the prior did not exercise his office properly. 3 
Again in 1423 bishop Spofford commissioned an inquiry into the s tate of 
Chirbury after complaints to the bishop from the patron, the earl of 
March that Chirbury 'is weakened both in spiritual and temporal matters 
by incompetence, dilapidation, wickedness and improvident rule by the 
prior and brethren.• 4 On this occasion the matter was so serious that the 
prior was suspended and two commissioners appointed to administer the 
temporalities. Chirbury was included in the bishop's triennial visitation 
in 1427 when a new prior seemed to be making impro{ments. 5 By 1482 
reports were again reaching the bishop of maladministration by the prior 
and once again a commission was appointed to inquire into the matter. 6 
1. Reg. Booth, 65. 
2. Ibid. 128-9, 132-3. 
3. Reg. Trefnant, 22-4 . 
4. Reg. Spofford, . 39. 
5. Ibid. 78-9 
6. Reg. Myllyng, 83-4. 
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Wigm0re was an0ther unruly h0use whi ch required extra vigi lance 
0n the par t 0f the bi shop . In February 1424, after ~eal ing with Chirbury , 
bishop Spofford informed the abbot of Wigm0re of his intended visitation 
0f the monastery because allegations had r eached him of mismanagement 
and laxity. 1 In fact the bishop appointed commissioners to hold an 
inquiry but matt e r s were s uffic iently serious for the bishop to go in 
pers0n on April 17th~ This visitation obviously failed to remedy 
matters for l0ng f or, at the bishop's triennial visitation in 1436, be 
issued articles for the reform of ' enormous abuses of religion' and 
referred sorrowfully to earlier unsuccessful attempts to reform the 
house. 3 In 1514 Mayew issued yet another special commission to the 
archdeacon 9f Salop to visit Wigmore where injunctions issued after 
the last visitation had ceased to be obeyed. 4 Wormesley for the most 
part was a better regulated house but in 1511 Mayew appointed a 
commissioner to visit Wormesley following reports of laxity in religious 
obs ervance and maladministration. He took these repo~ts seriously 
enough to empower the commissioner to remove the prior or appoint a 
coadjutor if necessary. 5 
None of these priories could avoid visitation or the payment of 
procurations but attempts were made by other houses in the diocese. In 
1354 the prior of Monmouth refused to pay procurations for the visit-
atio~f the priory although he paid for the visitation of Monmouth 
church the day before. The bishop took his case to the court of 
Canterbury where it was upheld. 6 Leominster had a rather better case 
1. Reg. Spofford, 44. 
2. Ibid. 64-76. 
3. Ibid. 216-7. 
4. Reg. Mayew, 193. 
5. Ibid. 117-8. 
6. Reg. Trillek, 211. 
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to try out in that i t claimed only to be a cell of Read i ng but i n 1524 
the abbot of Reading agreed t o pay pr ocurations every thr ee years to 
the b i shop or hi s commi ssar y, and expenses i f t he bishop visi ted t he 
prior y personally were also car eful l y laid down. 1 Gloucester abbey also 
tried to gai n exemption for its priory of Br omf ield. In 1350 a case 
was brought t o the Court of Arches by the abbot of Gloucester appealing 
against a proposed visitation of. Br omfield by the bishop of Hereford. 
He c l aimed exemption on two gr ounds; firstly that t he pri or and monks 
were subject to the full and immediate jurisdi c tion of St . Peter' s 
Gloucester, and secondly tha t Bromfield was historically a free chapel 
of the king of England. The bishop countered with evidence of previous 
visitations of Bromfield from the time of bishop Cantilupe and ultimately 
judgement was given in f avour of the bishop. 2 the abbot of Gloucester 
also tried to claim exemption f or another dependent pri ory , St . Guthlac ' s , 
t his time on sl i ghtly different grounds . Because the priory l ay within 
the peculiar jurisdi ction of the dean of Hereford the bishop had not 
attempted to visit the house in the pas t although the dean had done so 
(although without sufficient authority the abbot alleged ). In 1522 
'the deanes auctorite and enterprise avoyded and extinguished I suppose 
the house to be in the lymyttis of your diocese and jurisdiction' However 
the abbot requested time to search for a possible exemption made between 
an earlier abbot and bis hop. Failing this he saw no alternative but to 
accept the bishop's visitation. 3 
For the most part little is known about what went on at the visitations. 
Such evidence as does exist is about the outcome of the visitation , a . 
set of injunctions issued for the better rule of the house or the 
1. Reg. Booth , 161-3. 
2 . Reg. Trillek , 155-6 , 182, 228 , 238-40 . 
3. Reg. Booth , 132-3. 
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deposition of a prior or t h e entrusting of a prici~• s l ands to a commiss -
ioner. Nor i s t hi s evidence systematic. The lack of ~record of the 
outcome of a vis itation did not necessarily mean a ll was well nor could 
it be assumed that a vis itation solved the problems of a house : in one 
case at ~east it certa inly did not. Only ten years after an extensive 
visitation of Wigmore the bishop was complaining of widespread neglect 
of his earlier injunctions. 1 Only one instanc e exists in the periorl 
under review of a record of the detecta of a visitation and this was 
the one made at Wigmore in 1424 by commissaries of the bishop and later 
by the bishop himself : 2 It shows c l early the confused and contradictory 
accounts by the monks of events twelve years earlier in the case of the 
election of the abbot, but certain abuses stand out, mismanagement of 
the temporalities, attempted concealment of neglect by the abbot, and 
his ignoring of a sentence of excommunication, and divisions and 
hostilties between factions in the house, and a probably simonaical 
election . Unfortunately the account breaks off, a folio had been lost 
before the binding of the register, so there is no account of the 
comperta or of the bishop's subsequent actions apart from his action at 
the visitation to put the administration of the house on a better 
footing. After enquiring of the canons the two brothers they considered 
to be the most competent. to run the house, he put the two chosen in 
charge with orders to render an account each year . For the visitation 
of the monastery ten years later only the injunctions remain att empting 
to remedy specific abuses •3 
As regards the much visited house of Chirbury one set of inj unctions 
has su~vived, issued by bishop Trefnant. These are much more formal than 
1. Reg. Spofford , 216-7 . 
2. Ibid. 66-76. 
3. Ibid. 216-7. 
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the in j unctions issued by Spofford and for the most part could be 
applied to almost any house; in only one paragraph i$ there a personal 
t ouch , £3 taken from brother Roger Selby was to be used for a censor 
bought as quickly as possible while 20s was to be restored to the same 
brother Roger. 1 No details of the later vis itation by bishop Spofford 
exist but its outcome, the suspension of the prior and a commission to 
administer the temporalities is recorded. 2 However a very brief record 
t 
of the vis~tion in 1427 is g iven concentrating on the oath of obedience 
by the new prior. 3 
The nuns of Aconbury and Limebrook were also visited by the bishop 
and a set of injunctions to each of these houses has survived. They 
were both issued by the energetic bishop Spofford but the set for 
Limebrook in 1422 are longer and more formal, being general rules for 
the good conduct of the monastery rather than the correction of specific 
abuses. 4 After his visitation of Aconbury in 1436 he was more concerned 
with correcting the specific abuse of demanding a dowry with a new 
entrant . 5 Other monasteries were visited by the bishop, but what 
happened at them and the outcome has not survived. 
So far only the formal contacts of the ordinary with the monastic 
houses in his diocese have been dealt with. Certainly there must have 
been more personal contacts, but these are rarely mentioned. St. 
Guthlac's priory, by its proximity to the city and several of the 
bishop's estates, must have been particularly useful. Two bishops, 
Stanbury and Beauchamp, started from St. Guthlac's to the cathedral 
1. Reg. Trefnant, 22-24. 
2. Reg . Spofford, 39. 
3. Ibid. 78-9 . 
4. Ibid. 80-3. 
5. Ibid. 223-4. 
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for their enthronement. 1 In the l atter part of the period under review 
the habit grew up of using heads of religious house~ as suffragan 
bishops, while the bishop was absent or unable t o carry out his 
duties in his diocese, with ep i scopal titles in partibus i nfi delibus 
bestowed on them by the pope . In 1507 Bishop Mayew persuaded the king to 
bestow an his suffragan, Thomas Fowler, 'episcopus Lachorensis' , the 
priorshi p of Monmouth, which off.ice he held until his death in 1520, 2 
(he was also suffragan to Booth after the death of Mayew) . After the 
death of Thomas Fowler, Booth chose as his suffragan John Smart, who 
had been elected as abbot of Wigmore in 1518. In 1526 he was made bishop 
of Pavada, and held the abbey 'in commendam' , and remained as the 
bishop's suffragan until Booth's death in 1534. 3 During the episcopates 
of Mayew and Booth heads of houses were occasionally licensed by the 
bishop to preach in the diocese . I n 1529 Booth granted a licence to 
William Beaudelay, abbot of Flaxley , bachelor in theology, to hear 
confessions and preach in the diocese . 4 Forty days' indulgence was 
granted to his auditors. A similar licence was granted _to Richard 
Evesham, prior of Monmouth and bachelor in theology, in 1532. 5 
The religious houses c ould also be useful to the bishop as a gents 
in exercising his authority, and one of the more onerous duties 
customarily laid on the religious houses by the diocesan was the 
collecting of the clerical aids, subsidies and tenths granted by the 
convocation to the king. Most of the re gisters give fairly full details 
cf arrangements for the tenth, quoting the king's commission, the 
1. Reg. Beauchamp, 4. Reg. Stanbury, 6 . 
2 Reg. Mayew, 274, iii (note); Reg. Booth 333. Fowler had already 
~o~lated to Bosbury vicarage. 
3 . Reg. Booth, .322. 
4. lb~d. 208. 
5. Ibid. 248 . 
2 44 
appointment of collectors, and , in the later registers, extensive lists 
of exemptions: an indication of how seriously the bishQps of Hereford 
took this aspect of their rule. The only re gister to steer entirely 
clear of such matters was that of Bishop Trefnant , whose register , as 
has been indicated above, shows a different approach from the others. 
Nor was there the same urgency at the beginning of the period, and the 
first three bishops , T. Charlton, Trillek, and L.Charlton, only record 
occasional information about tenths. This burden, heavy throughout the 
fourteenth and f ifteenth centuries, a lways involved the collectors i n 
a great deal of work and the unpopularity usually associated with tax 
gatherers, but at times of crisis, when the king's demands all but 
outstripped the capacity of the payers , it could bring considerable 
debts to the collectors, as they were respor.sible for the monies due, 
and, if unable to raise the tax from the clergy, remained personally 
liable for it at the exchequer until it was paid, and the memory of 
the exchequer could be very long indeed. In 1331 a mandate from the 
king to bishop Charlton ordered him to levy various amounts due from 
the abbot of Wigmore as collector of the tenth granted in 1315. 1 
Earlier in the same year a similar mandate was sent to the bishop to 
levy unpaid sums from the abbot of Dore or to cite the persons concerned 
to appear before the barons of the exchequer to show their receipts if 
any. 2 At the other end of the period Henry VII granted in 1501 a pardon 
and release to the prior and convent of Monmouth for all arrears and 
accounts of three tenths, one dating from the reign of Richard III, and 
the other two from the sixth and seventh years of his own reign. 3 
1 Reg. T.Charlton 58 . 
2 Ibid., 45-6. 
3 C.P.R. 15 - 1494-1509, 236. 
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The collectors themselves seem to have had few coercive powers , but 
relied on those of the diocesan from whom their comm~ssions came. 
Excommunication and interdict could f ollow non-payment, but even this 
was not always successful; collectors of a subsidy granted in 1383 
reported to the bishop in J une 1384 the names of the defaulters who 
still had not paid despite excommunication. The list included no less 
than eight religious houses as weil as the archdeacon of Hereford and the 
chancellor of the cathedral . 1 Sequestration and distraint on t h e goods 
of the person or body defaulting was the final sanction, and even these 
did not always work. The 1350s were a particularly difficult time for 
all concerned with tenths. The king desperately needed the money for 
the. war with France, and the collectors were finding it increasingly 
difficult to raise t he money. In 1354 and 1356 the king sent writs to 
bishop Trillek to levy arrears and pay them to the collectors, St. 
Guthlac's priory. 2 At the same time a number of writs were being directed 
to the bishop with orders to distrain for arrears on individuals. 3 Due 
care was not always taken to make sure of the accuracy of the information 
and in 1354 a writ from the king exonerated the prior of Wenlock from 
payment of two years' tenth as an alien and farmer of his priory, and 
commanding the bishop to relax any sequestrations he may have made . 4 A 
similar writ was sent again in 1358 . In 1357 , 1358, and 1359 there were 
further commands to the bishop to distrain on arrears of tenths, but 
with diminishing returns. The return to the 1356 writ had stated that 
arrears had been paid to the collector, in 1357 the bishop replied that 
he had not executed the writ for want of time, and i n February 1359 he 
1 Reg. Gilbert, 83. 
2 Reg. Trillek, 342 & 351. 
3 Ibid., 342. 
4 Ibid., 346 
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replied that he could not obtain some arrears until the autumn crops 
could be taken . 1 In 1358 an alttempt to levy arrears )'rom the chancellor 
of the cathedral and the abbot of Dare had failed because buyers could 
not be found for the sequestrated goods. 2 A similar pattern emerged dur ing 
the 1520s when writs to levy arrears were sent to the bishop in 1524, 
3 1527 and 1530 . 
The choice and number of collectors for this unpopular job lay 
with the bishop. In the fourteenth century the number of collectors 
varied considerably; it might be one collector for the whole diocese 
as was most common in bishop Trillek's episcopate4 or se~eral 
collectors might be appointed, each one ·in charge of a number of dean~· 
eries as was more common in the episcopate of Gilbert. In 1378 no less 
than six houses were appointed to collect a tenth: St. Guthlac's for 
the deanery of Hereford, including the cathedral and the exempt 
jurisdictions, Llanthony Prima for the rest of the archdeaconry of 
Hereford, Wigmore for Ludlow deanery, Bromfield for the deaneries of 
Wenlock, Clun and Burford, Chirbury for Pontesbury deanery and ivlorville 
for Stottesdon deanery. 5 Gilbert and Mascall were also the only bishops 
to use secular clergy as collectors to any extent. During Gilbert's 
episcopate secular clergy were usually associated with the religious 
in the collection of tenths, 6 but only once was the collection entrusted 
entirely to secular clergy; in 1383/4 when three clerics, the rector of 
Byford, Richard de la Barre, a canon of the cathedral, and the vicar 
of All Saints, Hereford, replaced Leominster priory as collectors. 7 
1. Reg. Trillek, 351,354, 357. 
2. Ibid. 360. 
3. Reg. Booth, 166, 191, 235. 
4. Reg. Trillek, 254, 312, 335, 353, 370. 
5. Reg. Gilbert, 4-6. 
6. Ibid . 10,59, 70, 73 , 85-6, 108. 
7. Ibid. 40. 
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Secular c l er gy were only used on two occasions by MAscall, in 1407 and 
1414, and again in association with religi ous house~. 1 It would be 
interesting to know what the s ituation was in the episcopate of Trefnant 
but no mention of grants or their collectors i s made i n his register. 
By the fifteenth century the system had become more formal and it 
was customary for one or two collectors to be appointed for each of the 
two archdeaconries. Most of the monastic houses in t he diocese with the 
exception of small cells whic h had onl y one or two monks were appointed 
as collectors of the tenth at some time during the period, t he one 
exception being Leomins ter priory which, having gained royal exemption 
from collecting tenths c lung jealously to this privilege,rebutting 
regular attempts by the diocesan or his vicar-general to change the 
position . 2 The prior of Leominster, or rather the abbot of Reading , 
claimed exemption on the grounds that the prior of Leominster was 
r emoveable at the will of the abbot and so could not be held responsible 
for the collection . As Reading enjoyed royal patronage it was able to 
bring royal authority to bear to enforce this claim . This excuse was 
used in 1347 when Trillek tried to appoint the prior of Leominster a s 
a collector~ A royal writ was i ssued on behalf of the abbot of Reading 
and soon brought about the s ubs titution of another collector. 3 Bishop 
Gilbert' s vicar-general made a similar appointment in 1384 and the prior 
of Leominster was excused 'at the great and opportune pleading of 
lords and leading men of the kingdom•. 4 We do not know what happened 
during Trefnant's rule but in 1404 an ins peximus and confirmation was 
issued of letters patent from the reign of Richard II and a grant that 
1. Reg. Mascall , 113, 121. 
2. C.P.R. 1382-4, 454. 
3. Reg. Trillek, 303-4. 
4. Reg. Gilbert, 33-4, 40-1. 
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the prior of Leominster was quit of ' collections , accounts and levyings 
of tent hs , quota , subsidi es and impositions gr anted to the king by 
convocation, •1 and it seems unlikel y that the litigious minded Trefnant 
would have refrained from testing the strength of Leominster 's claim. 
Bi shop Mascall also tried to appoint the prior of Leominster as collector 
onl y to be sent another royal writ requiring the release of the house. 2 
This seemed to settle the matter· for almos t a century but t he matter 
was r a ised again in 1524 in an agreement between Booth and the abbot 
and convent of Reading ; it was agreed to submit the matter to the 
arbitration of independent judges . 3 The prior of Bromfield however , 
also removeable at the will of his abbot, (Gloucester in this case ) 
was unable or unwilling to claim a similar exemption and was appointed 
collector for the archdeaconry of Salop occasionally during the 
episcopates of Gilbert and Mascall and regularly by Booth . 4 
By far the most regularly appointed collector in the archdeaconry 
of Hereford was St . Guthlac's priory, so much so that it must r arely 
have been free of the tas k; its stability, good government and central 
position making it ideal for the j ob. Dare abbey too, was regularly 
appointed collector in Hereford archdeaconry except for a period in 
the middle of the fifteenth century when the monastery was frequently 
exempted from payment of the tenth on grounds of poverty, and even for 
a time put under royal protection and committed to the care of royal 
appointees. 5 A house which could not control its own affairs was not 
likely to be entrusted by the bishop with the collection and care of 
1. C.P.R. 1401-5, 474. 
2. Reg. Mascall, 115-6. 
3. Reg. Booth, 163. 
4. Reg. Miscall, 39; Reg. Gilbert, 74; Reg.Booth, 29, 65, 68, 77, 168. 
5. Reg. Spofford, 262; Reg. Stanbury , 12, 65, 87; :Reg. Myllyng, 1, 
14, 46; Williams, op. cit.75. 
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other people's money and similar reasons probably account for the 
omi~sion of Fl~xley from the list of collectors between 1418 and 1505. 
(Again Flaxley was exempt from the payment of the tenth during part of 
this time,) Clifford, too, was not included in the list of collectors 
after 1418 and in 1485 it was granted exemption from being made a 
collector on the grounds of its poverty. 1 
The alien priories were not usually appointed as collectors., at 
least during the reign of Edward III when they were not liable for t he 
tenth, and Monmouth priory was not appointed a collector until 1407 . 2 
The appointment of Monmouth as a collector was always rare though and 
for much of the fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries Monmouth was 
exempt from payment of the tenth and its appointments as collector 
were, most unusually, in spite of this. 3 Wormesley priory too, was 
I 
rarely appointed as collector because o~its poverty and from the 1440s 
on it was usually exempted from payment. 
In the archdeaconry of Salop Wigmore and Wenlock might be expected 
to be the two most frequently appointed collectors as the two wealthiest 
and largest houses. However Wenlock was not appointed for most of the 
fourteenth century as it was an alien house until 1394. It was first 
appointed as a collector in 1387 and thereafter was appointed regularly. 4 
1. C.P.R. 1485-94, 47. this seems to have been ignored though as 
in 1510 the bishop was ordered to levy arrears from Clifford as 
collector of a tenth granted to Henry Vii. (Reg. Mayew, 98 ) 
2. Reg. Mascall, 108. 
3. For exemptions see Reg. Spofford, 262; Reg. Stanbury, 65, 81; 
Reg. Myllyng, 1, 14, 54-5; Reg. Mayew, 121, 126, 200, 211, 222; 
Reg. Booth, 26, 41, 68, 77. For appointments as collector see 
Reg. Polton, 8; Reg. Spofford, 123; Reg Myllyng, 136; Reg. 
Booth; 28, . 68, 77. 
4. It was appointed in 1387 (Reg. Gilbert, 108), 1388(Ibid.112), 
1405(Reg. MAscall, 17), 1406(Ibid. 24), 1407(Ibid. 107), 1410 
(Ibid. 113), 1~14(Ibid 122), 1416(Ibid. 123), 1418(Reg. LAcy,13), 
1419(Ibid. 40), 1426(Reg. Spofford,101), 1436(Ibid. 208), 
1453(Reg. Stanbury, 15), 1485(Reg. My1lyng, 97}, 1492(lbid. 149}, 
1512(Reg. Mayew, 148), 1513(Ibid. 186, 190), 1517(Reg. Booth, 28), 
1518(Ibid. 141), 1524(Ibid. 148), 1531(Ibid. 246), 15~2(Ibid. 265). 
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Wi gmore was r egu l arly appointed as a collector despite its turbulent 
hi story although on several occasions it was suffici~ntly impoverished 
to be exempted from paymen t . 1 Chi r bury, a much smaller house, was 
occasionally appointed as a collector during the episcopates of Gi lbert, 
Mascal l and Lacy 2 but thereafter its poverty saved it from this 
unpl easant task. 
Since Hereford was a poor diocese with relatively few large and 
wealthy religious houses the re were not always enough houses of sufficient 
standing to act a s collectors. Consequently the bishops of Hereford 
preferred or were forced to use relig ious houses who,although situated 
outside the diocese, were rectors of churches withirithe diocese and s o 
I 
eligible to be chosen as collectors. Obviously these houses had to be 
fairly close to the borders of the diocese for them to be able to 
undertake the task and it was fortunate for the bishops that there were 
several such houses whom they were able to use on many occasions. 
These houses were used frequently during the period 1404 to 1492 but 
only rarely outside these dates. It is no coincidence that this was the 
period when very many of the houses in Hereford diocese were so 
impoverished by wars and other misfortunes as to be frequently exem~ted 
from payment of the tenth. The house most frequently brought in from 
outs ide was Shrewsbury, which was appointed collector on thirteen 
occasions3 and after that the two Llanthonys. Llanthony Prima was 
1. These were 1344(Reg. Trillek, 245), 1384(Reg. Gilbert, 33), 
1385(Ibid. 74), 1387(Ibid. 103), 1415(Reg. MAscall, 122), 
1418(Reg. Lacy, 13), 1419 . (Ibid. 84), 1425(Reg.Spofford, 89), 
1433(Ibid. 170), 1453(Reg. Stanbury, 8), 1481(Reg. Myllyng63, 74), 
1488(Ibid. 117), 1513(Reg. Mayew, 190), 1515 (Ibid. 211), 1516 
(Ibid. 222 ). 
2. It was appointed in 1378(Reg. Gilbert, 10), 1387(Ibid.63), 
1408(Reg. Mascall, 65), 1419(Reg. Lacy, 84), 1421(Reg. Pelton 6). 
3. These were 1406(Reg. Masacall, 120), 1407(Ibid. 39), 1413(Ibid. 
115), 1430(Reg. Spofford, 123), 1435(Ibid. 193), 1442(Ibid. 249), 
1450(Reg. Beauchamp, 11), 1461(Reg. Stanbury, 61), 1468(Ibid. 
117), 1475(Reg. Myllyng, 13), 1481(Ibid. 63), 1485(Ibid.91), 
1489(Ibid. 121}. 
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appointed seven times but in 1421 was excused after a royal writ 
pointing out that it had been agreed in the convQcation not to appoint 
any house outside the diocese collecting the tenth. 1 Llanthony by 
Gloucester was also appointed seven times but excused twice in 1431 
and again in 1474; the first time as it was exempted from the duty of 
collector and the second time "for certain reasons". 2 Gloucester 
abbey was also exempted on two of the four occasions when it was 
appointed collector, as it had already been appointed collector for 
Worcester diocese in which it was situated. 3 Other collectors 
appointed were Haughmond abbey, five times collector in the arch-
deaconry of Salop, 4 Tintern, appointed six times and excused in 1406 
on grounds of poverty because of incursions by the Welsh, 5 Worcester 
priory appointed three times, 6 and Great Malvern appointed twice 
but excused in 1406 as it was already a collector, 7 8 and Brecon once. 
Some of these houses were brought in on the flimsiest of excuses, 
as Worcester, Haughmond and Tintern were each rectors of only one 
benefice in the diocese. 
Besides the duty of collector, all houses, whether situated inside 
1 1378(Reg. Gilbert, 4-6), 1410(Reg . Masca11, 112), 1421 (Reg. 
Polton, 6 and Reg. Spofford, 21), 1425 (ibid. 28), 1433 (ibid. 
170), 1450 (Reg. Beauchamp, 11). 
2 1406(Reg. Mascall, 20), 1407(ibid. 39), 1414(ibid. 121), 1431 
(Reg. Spofford, 128), 1461(Reg. Stanbury, 61, 1474(Reg. Myllyng, 
1 & 4), 1485(ibid. 96). 
3 1430(Reg. Spofford, 123), 1436(ibid. 208 & 214), 1442(ibid. 249), 
1478(Reg. Myllyng, 1). 
4 1410(Reg. Mascall, 112), 1429(Reg. Spofford, 118, 1436(ibid. 
1463(Reg. Stanbury, 11), 1474(Reg. Myllyng, 1). 
5 1406(Reg. Mascall, 27 & 104), 1410(ibid. 112), 1435(Reg. 
Spofford, 195), 1464(Reg. Stanbury, 87), 1474(Reg. Myllyng, 4). 
6 1430(Reg. Spofford, 123), 1445(ibid. 262), 1464(Reg. Stanbury, 87). 
7 1406(Reg. Mascall, 27 & 106), 1463(Reg. Stanbury, 71). 
8 1445(Reg. Spofford, 262). 
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or outside the diocese wer e liable for payment of t hese tenths a nd 
subsidies on all tempor al and spiritua l possess i ons . included in t he 
assessment for the Taxatio of Pope Ni chol as I V comp i led in 1291 . As 
R. Graham has pointed out, the assessment was not based on t he income 
of the houses, but rather on the rental that could be obtained if the 
benefice or l and was farmed. Another important point is that items like 
income from the sale of wool or ·hides (often considerable in the Cistercian 
monasteries) were not included . 1 Nevertheless the fortunes of the 
houses fluctuated , and war, confiscation or mismanagement could reduce 
the capacity of a house to pay. In the fourteenth century the only 
houses to be exempted from payment were those confiscated by Edward III, 
and then only during his reign. In Hereford diocese these included 
t>lonmouth, Craswall, Wenlock and Alberbury among the conventual houses 
and Livers Ocle, Newent , and Titley among the priory cells. After the 
accession of Richard II these houses were no longer exempt, and had to 
pay their tenths along with the other houses. By the fifteenth century 
the custom had grown up of exempting nunneries and hospitals from payment 
of the tenth, and from t hen on Aconbury, Limebrook and the possessions 
in the diocese of the Hopitallers were exempted from payment. 
The beginning of the fifteenth century saw the rebellion of Owen 
Glendwr, whic h did a great deal of damage in Hereford diocese , especially 
in areas close to the border, and the revenues of many houses in the 
diocese suffered. Consequently many of the monasteries in Hereford 
diocese and elsewhere were exempted from payment on this and similar 
grounds. This practice grew during the fifteenth century, and the list 
of exemptions became longer as the century progressed. By the end of 
1 R.Graham, 'The Taxation of Pope Nicholas IV' in English 
Ecclesiastical Studies. 
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the per iod almost every house in the diocese had been exempted at least 
once and some houses had not paid t he tenth for most~ of t he century . The 
first lis t of monastic exemptions published in the bishops' registers was 
in 1445 although this was not the first time possessions of t he 
monasterie~ had been exempted. Besides the above mentioned nunneries and 
hospitals the list incl uded Monmouth, Clifford, and Chirbury priories 
and DordFbbey . 1 In 1450 Bromfield and Wormesley were added to the list, 2 
and although Chirbury and Bromfield were excluded from the 1453 list 
they were included again in 1461 . 3 By 1474 Wigmore and Fl axl ey4 had been 
added and only St . Guthlac's , : Leomi nster and Wenlock of the surviving 
conventual houses were still paying the tenth. Before the end of the 
period all were to be exempted at least once; teominster in 1479 for 
'depreciation by mischance', and St. Guthlac's and Wenlock in 1492 . 5 
Some of these houses recovered somewhat towards the end of the 
fifteenth century; neither Wigmore nor Bromfield appear in the list .. 
of exemptions after 1492 but revenues from tenths were much diminis hed 
by this practice . Such exemptions, repeated over the country may have 
suggested to the king the need for a different method of raising 
money and in 1488 a subsidy of £25,000 in t wo parts wa~ granted to 
Henry VII by convocation . Each diocese was all oted a sum in proportion 
to its abi l ity to pay and , among others , all rel igious houses having 
property t here were assessed according to their means and very few 
were exempted from either half . The largest payments came from Leominster 
priory which was assessed at £43 2s 11%d for each half and Wenl ock 
1. Reg. Spofford, 262 . 
2 . Reg . Beauchamp , 11 . 
3. Reg . Stanbur y , 8 , 61 . 
4. Reg . Myllyng, 1. 
5. Ibid . 53, 148. 
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priory which was assessed at £40 for t he f irst half and £13 19s 4d for 
the second half, and outs i de the diocese, Glouceste~ abbey £40 lOs 5d 
f or the first half and £12 l Os 5d for t he second half for its property 
in the diocese. Apart from these t hree houses only Llanthony Prima was 
assessed at more than £10 (£15 4s 4%d each time). Even the large house 
of Wigmore was assessed at only £8 and £10. 1 These figures fit in with 
the pattern given in the Valor Ecclesiasticus compiled in 1535. In it 
Leominster emerged as t he richest house in the diocese with a net 
i ncome of over £448, followed by Wenlock with just over £400. Gloucester 
abbey's -total net income was over £1240 with St. Guthlac's priory 
valued at £121 although Gloucester had other property in the diocese 
besides that attached to St. Quthlac's. Llanthony Prima, which by 1535 
was a cell of Llanthony by Gloucester,was valued at £112 while Wigmore 
was only worth £261. Dore abbey by this time was valued at only £101. 2 
The use of a fixed subsidy instead of the tenth was used again in 1505, 
1512, and 1531 but the tenth remained the standard form of taxing the 
clergy. 
Although the diocesan was the most immediate and active figure of 
authority to the religious houses in the diocese he was by no means 
the only one. Those houses which were exempt from the authority of the 
ordinary were subjected to the supervision of their order. The distance 
involved and the fact that England was at war with France, where most 
of the mother houses were situated, for a large part of the period 
meant that for the most part such authority lay fairly lightly on the 
Herefordshire houses. There are no records of visitation of Dare or 
Flaxley by the general chapter of the Cistercians set up in England and 
1. Reg. Myllyng, 117-21. 
2. V.E. III, 202-4, 215-6. Knowlws and Hadcock, op. cit. 66,68, 69, 
144, 104. 
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in 1396 a general chapter held at St. Mary Graces in London failed to 
settle a disputed election at Dore between John Holan&, the ruling abbot 
and John Bykelswade, a monk of St . Mary Graces. The chapter supported 
Bykelswade but Holand gained the s upport of the king . Bykelswade seems 
to have gained control but the matter dragged on for several years. 1 
Dore at least was not completeJy isolated and during theabbacy of 
' 
Richard Grisby (1405-13) took its place among the other Cistercian abbeys. 
In 1410 he was one of the English delegates to the chapter-general at 
Citeaux, and in 1411 he was directed by the chapter general to visit and 
refo~the house of studies at Oxford along with the abbot of Beaulieu. 2 
Of Flaxley there is little evidence and if the complaints of the 
parishioners of Westbury at the visitation of 1397 were to be believed, 
Flaxley was badly in need of reformation at that time. 3 
The Cluniac houses of Clifford and Wenlock suffered similar problems 
and although Wenlock became denizen in 1394 it did not finally break its 
ties with Cluny until 1485 when it came under papal authority. The 
English province of the order of Cluny appointed visitors for the English 
Cluniac houses and these visitors were supposed to make a report to the 
general chapter which, after the papal schism, was held in England for 
the English houses. Wenlock played its part in this chapter. In 1396 it 
was one of the houses nominated as visitors although it was not appointed, 
and in 1392 the prior of Wenlock had been one of the diffinitors(executive 
officer). 4 
Visitations of the Grandmontine houses of Alberbury and Craswall 
were also brought to an end by the outbreak of war in 1337 but the 
1. Williams, op. cit. 73. 
2. Ibid. 85. 
3. Heref. Vis. II 451. 
4. R.Graham, 'The Papal Schism of 1378 and the English province of the 
Order of Cluny: in English Ecclesiastical Studies, 51-53. 
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priors of Grandmmn:t continued to nominate the priors. In the brief 
peace after the Treaty of Bretigny the abbot of Grandmont deposed the 
then prior of Alberbury, John de Cubb i ngton, after a royal commission 
had revealed mismanagement, fraud, and violence, and the new prior , 
Robert de Newton, was instructed to visit the English houses once a year 
either personally or by deputy. 1 His death five years later arid the 
resumption of war put an end to the reforms, and the two houses thereafter 
remained in the king's hands until 1441 when their lands were granted to 
new colleges at Oxford and Cambridge. 
Besides taking part in diocesan affairs, religious houses were 
also involved in the affairs of the province of Canterbury. The priors 
of the conventual houses were summoned to convocation along with the 
bishops and representatives of the secular clergy. Unfortunately, 
although convocation met regularl y , the bishops did not usually 
consider the names of those cited sufficiently important to recoFd in 
their registers . Consequently only isolated instances exist. One early 
example survives for 1346, and names were recorded for two provincial 
councils; one in 1408 to discuss measures taken to promote the unity of 
the church, and one in 1417 to discuss the promotion of graduates and 
the betterment of the universities of Oxford and Cambridge.After that 
there is nothing until 1485. In the sixteenth century examples are more 
frequent, and the names of those summoned to convocation in 1512, 1514, 
1515, 1523, and 1533 survive . 2 Surprisingly the names of those summoned 
are not constant, they vary for almost every convocation; the only 
e houses summoned to all are Wormesl~, Dore, Flaxley and Wigmore· Wenlock 
1. R. Graham, 'The Order of Grandmont and its houses in England' in 
English Ecclesiastical Studies, 238. 
2. Reg. Trillek, 287; Reg. Mascall, 65; Reg.Lacy, 9; Reg. Myllyng, 95; 
Reg. Mayew, 121, 199; Reg. Booth , 139, 157. 
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and I1lonmouth wer e s ummoned on all occasions except 1346 , when as alien 
houses they were i n t he k ing ' s hands. By far the greatest number of t hose 
s ummoned was to the provincial council in 1408 , when, in addition t o t he 
above, the priors of St. Guthlac 's, Leominster, Chirbury, Br omfield and 
Morvil le were summoned. The priors of Bromfield, Morville and Leominster 
were only summoned on one more occasion, the council in 1417 . The prior 
of Chirbury was not summoned in 1417 but was summoned in 1485, 1512,1523 , 
and 1533 (not 1514 or 1515 ), while St. Guthlac's was only summoned again 
in 1485. A1berbury, although confiscated in 1346 as an alien house, was 
summoned to the convocation of that year and Clifford was summoned once 
only in 1485. 
As members of Canterbury province the relig ious houses in the diocese 
were a l s o eligible to pay subsidies granted to the archbishop for various 
purposes . These were levied at intervals in the fourteenth century and 
again after 1463 when such subsidies became more frequent. 1 Both the 
regular and the secular clergy who were assessed for the tenth were 
eligible to pay the subsidies, but the collection was rarely entrusted 
to the religious houses as with the roya l tenths; the usual collectors 
were the archdeacons of Hereford and Salop, and occasionally one of the 
canons of the cathedral. 
The pope, as head of the church, had in theory a much greater power 
over the religious houses than the bishop of the diocese, but in practice 
the pope was far away and occupied with more important business. His 
interference, such as it was, was delegated to the papal legate in 
England or the papal receiver, for the greatest contact most houses had 
with the papacy was the payment of various taxes. The distance between 
them and the papal receiver encouraged laxity; and the papal receiver, 
1. F.R.H. du Boulay, 'Charitable Subsidies granted to the archbishop~ 
Canterbury, 1300-1489' B.I.H.R.1950, 150. 
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although he had power to cite offender s to appear before him , excommunicate 
them, and sequestrate their possessions , was in practice forced to work 
through the bishop. In 1385 bishop Gilbert, urged by the pope's collector 
in England , instructed the archdeacon of Hereford to proceed against various 
debtors . The priories of Newent and Clifford owed procurations for 1382- 5 
inclusive , St . Guthlac's, Bromfield and Wenlock for 1384 and 1385 . 
Monmouth for 1380 and 1383- 5 inclusive, Dore for 1383- 5 and Kilpek for 
1375- 85 . 1 Unfortunatel y there is no record o r the outcome , but the 
numbers involved suggest that such threats held few terrors for the 
religious houses . Thi s is borne out by simil ar writs during the early 
years of bishop Spofford 's episcopate . In January 1422/3 the vicar-
general of the sub-collector demanded that the bishop cite a number of 
heads of religious houses to appear before him in London . They were to be 
excommunicated and their possessions sequestrated. Most of those named 
above appeared again; only the prior of Clifford was missing , but the 
abbot of Wigmore and the prior of Wormesley were added to the list. 2 
In November 1423 the papal nuntio and collector sent a similar mandate 
to the bishop . 3 Yet another mandate appears to have been sent in 
December 1424 , and, in reply to it, in January 1425 the same names are 
recorded, a lthough Wenlock and Newent are no longer on the lis t whereas 
t he prior of Clifford had rejoined it. 4 On April 1425 a certificate of 
the bishop showed six of the same names; Clifford and Wigmore had paid 
up, or made acceptable excuses. 5 In 1426 some names are still outstanding 
1 Reg. Gil bert, 87 . 
2 Reg . Spofford , 14. 
3 I bid . 46. 
4 Ibid. 61. 
5 Ibid . 86 . 
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and others have reappeared, when t he bishop certifi ed t o t he new collector, 
John de Op i g i s , that he has c ited the abbot of Dore, . the priors of 
Cliffor d , Monmouth, Chirbury and Kilpek. 1 This is the last that is heard 
of the matter in the reg isters, but probably not the last mention for 
the houses concerned. 
In the early part of the period under review a number of papal 
provisions were made of clerks to benefices in the presentation of 
l . . h 2 re 1g1ous ouses. These are few, however, and in no way compare with 
the number of presentations made by the king to similar benefices 
under various excuses. 
Only one house in Hereford diocese was under the direct authority 
of the pope; this was Wenlock priory after 1495. Again the papal 
authority was delegated to the papal nuntio in England, who was authorised 
to oversee elections, receiving the sum of 50 gold florins as the fee 
for each election, and to visit the house. 3 The disputed election of 
1521 and the confirmation of Roland Gosnell as prior has already been 
discussed, but the efforts of Gosnell to reform the house from its 
laxity under the previous prior led to dissatisfaction within the house 
and threats against him. He appealed to the legate, Cardinal Wolsey, 
who appointed Dr. John Allen, a canon of Lincoln, to visit and reform 
the monastery in September 1523. This done, he ordered a set of injunctions 
enjoining a stricter observance of the rules and better government of 
the monastery, but this threw little light on the real state of affairs 
within the house or specific abuses.4 However, prior Gosnell took 
1 Reg. Spofford, 90. 
2 Reg. Trillek 50, 145-6. 
3 Graham, 'Roland Gosnell: the last Prior of Worcester', op.cit. 126. 
4 Ibid. 133-6. 
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suffic ien t t ime ou t from his t r oubles t o petition t he pope successfully 
in 1522 for t he use of t he mitre, s taff and ring . He w&s also gr anted 
other e piscopa l ad j uncts i ncluding the right to give s olemn benediction 
and t he right to conf er minor orders on dependents of the prior y . 1 Such 
mitred a bbots could present a real threat to the authority of t he bishop 
in whos e diocese they lay, but Booth, although he considered Gosnell 
as a suffrag an, eventually chose John Smart of Wigmore, t he on l y other 
mitred abbot in the diocese. Wigmore abbey had obtained t he power to use 
the mitre, pastoral staff, the dalmatic and other episcopal regalia 
in the fourteenth century through the intervention of their patron the 
2 
earl of March . 
So far only the relationship of the religious houses with the 
ecclesiastical authorities has been considered, but all the religious 
houses were landowners and subjects of the crown, and royal authority 
could be as far reaching , if not more so in some cases, as that of the 
bishop. The monasteries were all landowners to a greater or l esser degree 
and as such their heads were answerable in the king's courts for matters 
concerning their tenure, rents or disputes with other landowners. In 
1353 St. Guthlac's was claiming in the king's courts for arrears of rent 
from the vicar of St. Gwen's, Hereford. 3 Flaxley abbey in 1356 was 
accused by the king of building a weir (to catch fish) across the 
4 Severn in such a way that the interests of the king were threatened. 
In 1353 the prior of Clifford was summoned to appear before the justices 
at Westminster to answer a claim of £200 made against him by the executors 
1 Graham , loc.cit. 130. 
2 H.Breakspear, 'Wigmore Abbey', Archaeological Journal 90(1933), 30 . 
3 Reg. Trillek, 339-40. 
4 c.c.R. 1354-60, 250. 
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of t he will of Nicholas de Mar ce leye. 1 Thes e examples, comi ng f r om 
only one decade , illustr a t e the variety of matters t ha t could bring 
a re l i g ious house to royal a ttention. It must also be remembered that 
t he very acquis i tion of property by r eligious houses was subject to 
the king ' s approval. It is now generally recognised that t he purpose 
of t he mortmain statute was not to stop the acquisition of property by 
the cler gy but to regulate it, and during the fourteenth century t he 
majority of monasteries in the diocese of Hereford obtained l icences 
to alienate property in mortmain, usually in return for a fee that 
might merely be a token or a substantial sum according to the 
circumstances behind the request for a licence. To neglect the need 
to obtain a licence could result in a fine and the confiscation of the 
a lienated l and but again , more deserving cases were l et off more 
lightly. In 1336 a pardon was granted t~ the nuns of Limebr ook for 
acquiring 116s 8d in rent from Thomas de Baryngton without licence , 
2 
and a licence was granted . 
Although the king frequently used heads of religi ous houses as 
roya~agents , either l ocally or abroad, the majority of the Hereford 
houses were too small to attract the king's attention and their heads 
insufficiently educated to attract this kind of service. However, 
Richard Straddele, abbot of Dare from 1305 to 1347, was several times 
sent abroad on the king's service . In 1329 he went to Aquitaine and 
in 1334 he was one of the commission appointed to negotiate with the 
king of France. 3 In 1335 the same abbot was appointed one of t he 
custodians of Flaxley abbey which the king had taken under his 
1. Reg. Trillek, 339 . 
2 . C.P.R. 1334-38, 343. 
3. ibid. 1327-30, 464, 1334-8, 152, 
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protection. 1 The prior of St. Guthlac's was also used by the king on 
occasion; in 1340 he was appointed one of the vendors of the ninth and 
in 1439 and 1442 he was appointed one of the commissioners to raise a 
loan for the king. 2 
Even if the other priories could not help the king actively they 
could be of use to him in his constant search for reward and payment 
for the,clerks who worked in the royal administration. The granting 
of corrodies or maintenance to laymen or secular clerks was a well 
established practice in monasteries. Most of these corrodies were 
granted in return for an initial grant or service by the corrodian, but 
the king was able to persuade religious houses to keep one or more 
pensions or corrodies at his grant. In 1361 the prior of Monmouth was 
requested to grant a pension to Robert de Newenham, king's clerk, by 
reason of his new creation until he was provided with a competent 
benefice. 3 At Leominster the grant of a corrody was in the king•s hands 
and after one recipient died another was appointed. In 1376 Peter de 
Cornwaille, king ~s esquire, was grant .ed for life such maintenance as 
Robert le Orfevre had had, and in 1384 Benedict Hilton, · 'being of great 
age and having no maintenance' was sent to Leominster with a request 
to 'minister unto him such sustenance as others heretofore had at the 
4 
command of the king's forefathers.' Dore abbey on the other hand was 
granted exemption from providing .'pensions, corrodies or sustenance' . 
5 because of the service of abbot Straddele. 
The king could also provide assistance for monasteries oppressed 
1. C.P.R. 1334-8,157. 
2. C.C.R. 1339-41, 436. C.P.R. 1436-41, 249; 1441-6, 62. 
3. C.C.R. 1360-4, 284. 
4. C.C.R. 137 -77, 464; 1381-5, 448. 
5. C.P.R. 1330-4, 513. 
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in some way. Leominster, St. Guthlac's and Clifford priories were all, 
one time or another, exempted from collecting the tenth, but it is 
significant that the most successful in pressing this was Leominster 
which was of the king's own patronage and had the powerful figure of 
the abbot of Reading to reach the king's ear. 1 Those monasteries which 
were so impoverished by misfortune, mismanagement or the over enthus-
iastic use of their hospitality ·could be taken under t he king's 
protection and agents and advisors appointed to manage the revenues and 
get the house out of debt. This happened at both Dore and Flaxley 
during the period under review. Flaxley was taken under the king'e 
protection in 1335 and the abbots of Dore and Bordesley and the prior 
of Flaxley were granted custody of the revenues, 2 while Dore was 
similarly granted protection in 1453 having been 'oppressed by sons of 
iniquity, injuring the abb~y by intrusions and entries and taking and 
distraining of goods and chatt~ls without just cause and by spoliations, 
depredations, abductions and carryings away.•·3 At the beginning of 
the sixteenth cer:tury Prince Art~ur 'lo!hile at Ludlow, requested the 
bishop of Salisbury to be a 'good Lord' to the new abbot of Dore, 
John Longdon, who was trying to reform the bad management and disorder 
left by his predecessor. 4 
If the king was also patron of the · monastery his powers were much 
greater. Monmouth was under royal patronage after 1399 and Reading 
with its cell of Leominster was also a royal foundation and both 
constantly felt the w• ·,·ght of royal interest especially in the matter 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
St. Guthlac~s was exempted in 1391 (C.P.R. 1388-92, 403) but 
is recorded as a collector in 1406 (Reg. Mascall, 24.) Clifford 
was exempted in 1485 (C.P.Rr 1485-94, 47). For Leominster see 
C\. ~~ lr'l l\..n.., ~O~-~ • Q,._~ ~a..!) t.o\  \\'; • b 1 c._(),~ \?><a \· ~"-, i.t~- 4 · 
C.P.R. 1334-8, 175. 
Ibid 1452-61, 48. 
T. Blaishill, 'Abbey Dore', Transactions of the Woolhope Naturalists 
Field Society, (1883), 9. 
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of appoin tments and custody of t he tempora lities during a vacancy . 
However the king 's authority fell greatest on those houses 
w~ich owed alleg iance to French monasteries . The custom of s eizing 
thes e hous es in time of war with France had begun during the reign of 
Edward I and by the time of Edward III had developed into a well 
organised custom When war broke out in 1337 these so- called alien 
houses were once again taken under royal control, contact with the 
mother house stopped, and their temporalities seized by the crown . 
For the most part priors were allowed to retain custody of their 
houses on payment of a heavy annual tax which far exceeded any apport 
paid to the mother house in France. In Hereford diocese four 
conventual priories were seized, Monmouth,Wenlock, Alberbury and 
I 
Craswall; and four cells, Newent, Titley, Monkland andLivers Ocle . , 
Clifford was taken into the king's hand for a short time but in 1347 
it was released as it was found that it was not subject to an overseas 
house; it paid no apport, its monks and prior were English and its 
advowson was in English hands . 1 The prior of Monmouth was allowed 
to retain custody of his priory for a fine of £20 and a payment of 
2 £10 a year to the exchequer but the advowsons of all its parish 
churches were retained in the king's hands, a practice common to all 
alien houses and an extremely valuable source of patronage to the 
king as even a cursory study of the Patent Rolls in the 1340s and 
13508 will show.The priors of Wenlock and Newent were also allowed 
to retain cust~y of their houses and their payments were respectively 
3 £170 and £130 . Wenlock, at least, found this sum impossible to pay 
1. 
2 . 
3 . 
C.C . R. 1346-9, 211. 
I I R. Graham , Four Alien Priories in Monmouthshire, Journal of 
the British Archaeological Society (1929-30) , 113 
C. W. New , op. cit. 66-7. 
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and the prior appeared before the king a nd council and succeeded in 
ge t ting t he su~educed t o £133 6s 8d and i n 1355 f~rther r educed to 
£50 a year. 1 These payments to t he crown taxed t he alien houses t o the 
limit and left no money over for maintenance of buildings and very 
little for t he maintenance of t he monks. \venloc k , on grounds of its 
poverty, sought and obtained licence to appropria te the churches of 
St oke St. Milborough and Madley} 
The al ien priories often had considerable difficulty in obtaining 
payment of rents and other charges owed to them and several had to 
appeal to the crown for assistance. In 1343 a commission was set up 
by the king to compel payment of all •arrears of farms , rents, tithes, 
alms, portions and pensions in England of the prior of Newent to whom 
the king has committed custody of the priory at farm; as the king is 
informed that very many of t hose from whom payment is due refuse 
payment of the same and the prior will be unable to answer for his 
farm unless these are paid.• 3 Peace in 1360 brought restitution of 
the houses but in 1369 they were confiscated again and even more 
stringent measures imposed. The priors had to reside continually, 
maintain the ancient number of monks, find chaplains for chantries and 
repair the buildings as well as make annual payments to the king. 4 
Anti-French feeling grew and after the accession of Richard II 
parliament demanded the expulsion of all aliens except the priors of 
conventual churches. It is significant that from this time on most 
of the priors appointed were E~ish. The new prior of Monmouth, 
'• 
1. Calendar of Fine Rolls, V 31, 189, 258, 425. 
2. R. Graham, Wenlock Priory, H~M.S .O . Official Handbook, (1965), 20. 
3. C.P.R. 1343-5, 49. 
4. Graham, Alien Priories, 113. 
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appointed in 1379 was Engli sh while i n 1376 , ~illi am of Pontefract , a 
monk of Wenlock fo r mor e t han thirty-thr ee years was appo inted as the 
fir st English prior. 1 In add ition the alien priories wer e compelled 
t o pay t he royal ten ths as well as t heir annual f arms. 
These bur dens proved t oo h eavy for many houses and they began t o 
s eek a way out. The s maller c e l l s were no longer main t a i ned by priors 
but farmed out t o l aymen in return f or a s ma ll fixed annual s um and 
t he maintenanc~of di vine services . This happened a t Titley until in 
1391 t he abbot of Tironrolved the problem by granting the priory to 
t he new college of Winchester for a yearly rent of five marks. 2 Many 
of the conv entual priories sought charters of denization from t he 
king and Wenlock obtained its charter in 1395 f or the sum of £400 
coupled with the condition t hat prayers should be offered for the king 
and an annua l obit celebrated for Anne of Bohemia . 3 The apport 
formerly paid to La Charit~ ultimately devolved in 1441 on King's 
College, Cambridge. 4 
In 1414 a final solution was found to the problems of t he non-
conventual houses when they were permanently confiscated to the crown 
and their estates gradually granted to English religious foundations. 
Monkland was granted to Wi~or college while Livers Ocle was granted 
to the Carthusian house at Sheen. and Newent to Fotheringay college. 5 
The conventual priories were exempted from this settlement but while 
Monmouth became independent in 1415. Alberbury and Craswall continued 
as alien priories until in 1441 archbishop Chichele bought Alberbury 
1. C.P.i. 1374-7, 370; 1377-81, 377. 
~ 
2: See 
3. Graham, Wenlock Priory.21. 
4. C.P.R. 1436-41, 557. 
5. Knowles and Hadcock, op. cit. 86, 87. 
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and gr an t ed it t(!). All Souls , Oxf ord, and in 1462 the revenues of 
Craswall were gr anted by Edward IV t o Christ's College, Cambridge, and 
both priories were d i s solved. 1 
J ust as the religious houses were part of r oyal policy and 
administrat ion so they could not divorce themselves from contact with 
the laity at diocesan and parish levels. All houses had originally 
been founded by a lay patron and his descendants continued to have 
considerable powers over their foundations . Frequently the patron had 
the right to present the prior of the house as at Flannesford, but 
even where this right belonged to the abbot of the mother house, the 
patron had the right to be consulted , and as the authority of the 
foreign abbeys declined the power of the English patrons increased. 
Even where the right of election was established the patron had the 
right to issue the conge d'~lire. In 1424 after the enforced resignation 
of Richard Brewster the bishop summoned the convent of Chirbury to the 
election of a new prior only after consultation with Edmund, earl of 
March. 2 While the patron could not interfere in theory with the 
internataffairs of the house he could ask the bishop to do so. At 
I 
Chirbury again another earl of March requested the bishop to investigate 
complaints about the condition of the monastery. 3 In 1398 John and 
Thomas Scudamore raided Dore abbey and assaulted the abbot. As the 
Scudamores were patrons of Dore it may be that they were taking sides 
in the disputed election between Holand and Bykelswade. 4 A powerful 
patron could also intervene with the king or pope to win privileges 
1. Knowles and Hadcock, op. cit. 71, 103. 
2. Reg. Spofford, 76-7. 
3. Ibid. 39. 
4. Williams, op. cit. 73-4. 
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for h i s founda t i on. Edmund Mortimer, e ar l of Ma r ch , besides giving lands 
to t he value of 200 marks a year to '.IJigmore and numerous bequests of 
vestments a lso obta ined from the pope, at his own cost, the privileges 
1 
of us ing t he mitre , staff and other episcopal ornaments for the abbot. 
In return the patron expected the prayers of the monks, hospitality 
for his family and dependents and sometimes corrodies for his nominees; 
John, duke of Lancas ter, the patron of Monmouth obtained a corrody of 6 
marks annually for William Benet and before him for Robert Blackwell. 2 
The workers on the estates of the monasteries were laymen and the 
houses held courts as lords of the manor; senior officials such as 
receivers , stewards and bailiffs were often local landowners while the 
largely honorary title of chief steward sometimes went to great magnates 
in return for their support. At Wigmore in 1535 the chief steward was 
lord de Ferrers, and Thomas Cornwaille, Edward Croft and Richard 
3 Warnecombe, all local gentlemen were stewards. At Wenlock the earl of 
Shrewsbury was the chief steward in 1535, 4 and at Monmouth Charles Herbert 
was steward and John Scudamore receiver; again both were important 
members of the Herefordshire gentry. 5 
A monastery frequently shared its priory church with the parish, 
the nave being the parish church and the chancel the priory church. 
This opened the way to a number of disputes between the parishioners 
and their vicar and the monks. At Leominster, wher.e the two naves, one 
for the parish and one for the monks, lay side by side, disputes 
reached such a scale that bishop Trefnant was forced to adjudicate. 
1. Breakspear, op. cit. 29-30. 
2. C.P.R. 1396-9, 576. 
3. V.E. III, 204. 
4. Ibid. 216. 
5. Ibid. 16. 
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The monks accused t he par i shi oners of building a wall to enclose an altar, 
and of building a new a ltar in direct contraven~ion of the monks' 
authority, a nd of taking away vestments etc . The parish clergy were 
accused of a iding and abetting them, of not attending servioes in the 
monks' choir on feast days as they were supposed to do , o~helebrating 
mass at such a time as to interfere with the monks' mass, and of 
keepi ng back oblations . Most of these charges were accepted, and the 
pari shioners and parish clergy were required to remedy the complaints. 1 
In 1433, however, the monks were again involved in a dispute with the 
vica~, this time over the augmentation of his portion . This too was 
unsuccessful for the vicar. 2 At Monmouth the parishioners used the 
nave of the parish church, but built a stone screen to separate it 
from the monastic church. 3 
All monasteries in the diocese owned advowsons, tithes and pensions 
of parish ~ urches, even the Cistercian houses who were at first 
prevented by their constitutions from doing so . Most of the churches 
where the monks held advowsons were later appropriated to the monasteries 
and a stipendiary chaplain appointed to serve the parish, or more 
commonly, a vicarage ordained by the bishop from a portion of the 
revenues of the appointed church. This greatly increased the revenues 
of the monastery and at the same time provided it with a source of 
patronage, but its effect was to reduce the living standards of the 
secular clergy serving these livings. The number of appropriations 
in the diocese of Hereford was high, and over half of all the churches 
in the diocese were in the possession of the religious. By far the 
biggest impropriator was Wigmore abbey , which had no less than twenty-
1. Reg. Trefnant, 140-3. 
2. Reg. Spofford, 160-5. 
3. M.E. Kisack, Medieval Monmouth, Monmouth 1974, 34. 
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five churches appropriated to it. Wenlock had ten such chur ches and 
14onmouth nine within t he diocese, . ..,.hile monastic houses outside the 
dioc e se possessed considerable numbers . Appr opriations continued 
occasionally to be sanctioned by the bishop throughout t he fourteenth 
century and even into the fifteenth although the majority of them had 
taken place earlier . In 1331 Dore was g iven permission by t he king to 
appropriate the churc h of Wigtoft in the di ocese of Lincoln , in 1341 
Dorstone was appropriated to Clifford priory, and Almeley church was 
appropriated to Wormesley in 1383 by bishop Gilbert. 1 
More common, however, were requests for the augmentation of 
vicarages ordained earlier. In 1519 bishop Booth augmented the portion 
of the vicar of Avenbury with the permission of the rectors, the abbot 
and convent of Dore. 2 In 1454 bishop Stanbury appointed commissioners 
to inquire into the value of Dilwyn vicarage belonging to Wormesley 
priory. 3 Disputes not infrequently arose between a monastic house as 
rector and the parishioners. In 1445 bishop Spofford was called on to 
decide a dispute between the parishioners of Lugwardine and their 
rectors, Wigmore abbey, over offerings on the feast of the Purification, 4 
and a few years later Stanbury had to arbitrate between the same abbey 
and the parishioners of Presteign over the provision of a deacon or 
sacristan to the church. 5 In 1405 Mascall sequestrated the fruits 
of the chapel of Ashford Bowdler until the rec~Qr, the prior of 
Bromfield made good the dilapidations, but they were only carried out 
by 1424 when the prior of Bromfield notified the bishop that they had 
1. C.P.R. 1330-4, ~9; Reg . T. Charlton, 8-10; Reg. Gilbert, 15-6 . 
2. Reg. Booth, 227-30. 
3 . Reg. Stanbury, 90. 
4. Reg . Spofford, 260 . 
5 . Reg. Stanbury, 60. 
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1 been done, but as an act of grace onl y. 
Although monasteries were no l onger so popular - a focus of piety 
as they had been i n earlier centuries they were still regar ded kindl y 
by many people; and many peop le who founded chantries chose t o do so 
in pr i ory churches. Beques t s i n wills and endowrnents of l and s till 
found their way t o monasteries as may be gauged from records of 
mortmain licences i ssued by the . king . 
So far little mention has been made of t he religious houses based 
outs ide the diocese who had l ands or churches within it. At least 
e i ght,een such houses had possessions in Hereford di ocese , 2 and 
Gloucester abbey was second only to \'i i gmore in the number of churches it 
possess ed . For the most part they played little part in diocesan 
affairs except occasionally as collect ors of the tenth, but exceptions 
must be made for Gloucest er abbey and the two Llanthony priories . 
Gloucester abbey supplied one bishop to Hereford arid through its control 
of i~dependent priories of St . Guthlac's and Bromfield it provided 
\ 
valuable ass i s t ance and advice to the bishops of Hereford who were not 
infrequently to be found at Gloucester. LLanthony Prima, very close to 
the borders of the dioces e, had a reputation for piety and was a source 
of help to the bishops. A unique position was occ~pied by the Norman ~ 
abbeys of Lyre and Cormeilles. Both had received extensive endowments 
of lands, rents, tithes and churches in the diocese and in 1269 the 
abbot of Lyre was constituted a canon with a stall in the cathedral 
and a pl ace in the chapter house. 3 A similar grant was made to Cormeilles 
1. Reg . Mascall, 14; Reg . Spofford , 50. 
2 . These were Gloucester, Shrewsbury, Reading, Haughmond and Tintern 
abbeys, LlanthonyPrima, Llanthony secunda, Sheen, Brecon, Great 
Malvern and Worcester priories, Brewood nunnery, Fotheringay college 
and St. Oswald 's priory, Gloucester, Lyre, Cormeilles and Conches 
abbeys in France. 
3 . A.T. Bannister, op. cit . Appendix F, 132. 
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at some time and the abbots of the two houses were thereafter represented 
in the chapter by their vicars who continued to be . appointed long after 
the estates of the two abbeys were confiscated by the king and gr an ted 
e l;sewhere . 
The posit ion of the friar s i n the diocese can be dealt \'lith briefly . 
Four orders of friars establisheJ houses in the diocese ; the Franciscans 
and the Dominicans each had a house at Hereford while the Carmelites had 
a house at Ludlow and the Austin friars a house at Woodhouse and another 
at Ludlow. From the start they were all exempt from diocesan aut hor ity 
of any kind and did not establish extensive churches or estates. 
Consequently they were able to play very little part in the administra tion 
of the diocese. They were also exempt from all taxes and tenths and 
the authority of the king. Very little is known about individual houses 
as most of their members were peripatetic, although the ordination of 
large numbers of friars is recorded in the ordination lists of the 
bishops. This function and that of reconciling t ll"! t r churches when 
.Polluted by bloodshed were about the only episcopal functions recorded 
for the friars. In 1344 Trillek issued a faculty to the friars preacher 
~ 
of Here~ford to obtain the reconciliation of their priory from any duly 
qualified bishop, 1 and in 1427 Spofford appointed a suffragan to 
reconcile the same church again. 2 As laid down in the constitution 
rsuper cathedram• friars were presented to the bishop for licensing 
as confessors in the diocese. Such licences are most common in the 
in the registers of Trillek, L. Charlton. Gilbert and Stanbury. 3 In 
the sixteenth century fr iars on several occasions were appointed to 
1. Reg. Trillek, 10. 
2. Reg. Spofford, 102. 
3. Reg. Trillek, 19, 20, 21, 92, 104, 110; Reg. L. C~arlton, 45-6 
47, 50, 51, 61-2; Reg. Gilbert, ao, 44; Reg. Stanbury, 5, 19, 114. 
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preach on the di ocese; usually university graduates , they were better 
qualif i ed than mo s t of the paris h clergy . I n 1510 Ric.hard '.Villiet, 
prior of t he Car melites at Ludlow was licensed to preach and hear 
confessions in the diocese. 1 He was given a f urther licence by Booth in 
1532 along with Thomas Shepey, reader in theoloe,y. 2 In 1520 Booth had a 
also commissioned a Franciscan, John Smythe , professor of theology , t o 
preach in the diocese and granted forty days' indulgence to his auditors. 3 
Di sputes between the bishops of Hereford and the friars were few , 
probably because their formal contacts were so few. In 1353 Trillek 
decided a dispute between the Carmelites of Ludlow an the rector of 
Ludlow. The bishop decided that the bodies of persons who died in 
Ludlow but were to be buried elsewhere ought to be brought to the 
parish church first and offerings should belong to the r ector. 4 In 
1435 there wasa brief dispute over oblations when the bishop said mass 
in the church of the friars preacher at Hereford at the burial of 
J oanna , l ady of Abergavenny , but the matter was settled ami cably on the 
spot . 5 For the most part the work of the friars and the administrative 
life of the diocese lay apart and the two rarely touched . 
No attempt has been made during this s urvey to consider the 
spiritual OF. ·cultural contribution of the religious houses of the 
diocese. For the most part evidenc1is lacking and any interpretation 
must be subjective . Although the number of houses declined by seven 
in the fifteenth century this was not due to a decline in religious 
1. Reg. Mayew, 99 • 
2. Reg. Booth, ~247. 
3. Ibid. 76. 
4. Reg. Trillek, 195. 
5. Reg. Spofford, 206-7. 
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faith but rather to po~i tica l dec i sions , and t he l ands of the dissolved 
priories di d not pass i nto secular hands but went to newer and mor e 
act ive religious foundations . If other forms of piety i ncreased during 
this per i od the monas teries wer e still able to maintain t he position 
the~ad won in earlier centuries arld t hey continued to take as active 
a part in the life of the diocese at t h e end of the period as they had 
done at the begi nning. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
THE LAITY IN THE DIOCESE OF HEREFORD 
Finally something must be said about the role of the laity within 
the church in the diocese of Hereford as revealed by the ecclesiastical 
recor ds of that diocese . Although this is a r ather narrow perspective 
it i s nevertheless an important one. The church as so far revealed 
was not an all embracing one but rather a series of interlocking but 
separate wheels and in many ways the laity formed yet another wheel 
rather than the unifying force of the whole exercise. The structure 
of the church by the beginning of the fourteenth century had become 
essenti~lly saf-perpetuating and although the presence of the laity 
in the churches and chapels of the diocese was taken for granted, 
their participation in the or ganisation and administration of the 
church was a different matter. In only a few situations was it possible 
for individuals or groups to have any impact on the church . As far as 
the laity were concerned though the church remained an ever present 
-
force in their lives . Increasingly though this force was financial 
and judicial rather than spiritual. Wider studies have suggested 
that many people were turning away from the organised church to other 
means of salvation 1 but the church and clergy, with. its control· of 
baptism, marriage and burial, and its demands for taxation in the form 
of tithes (far more regular and extensive than anything enjoyed by the 
king) remained a central feature in their lives. 
1. A.G. Dickens, The Enlish Reformation, London 1964 . Ch&pter 1. 
C. Cross, Church and People, 1450 - 1660 London 1976 , Chapter 2 . 
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Pre-eminent among the la i t y was , of cours e, the king . Although it had 
been a r gued in the pas t, and was to be articulated more defin i tely 
in s uc ceeding centuries that the coronation rites conferred a quasi-
sacerdota l role on the king , 1nevertheless he had no defined role 
within t he church and the powers he ass umed over the church were 
those of a layman, albeit the most powerful one in the country. 
Some of these powers were shared to a lesser degree by other laymen, 
others derived from his position as king. Much has already been said 
in earlier chapters about the part played by the king in the 
appointment of the higher clergy. A great deal of his influence over 
the church was derived from his ability to appoint his supporters as 
leaders of the church and to reward his servants and officials with 
benefices in the church. Over the appointment of the bishops this 
M 
ability was reached by an acco~dation with the pope at the expense 
of the local churches. Neither the pope nor the king had the power 
by himself to enforce the appointment of his candidate to a bishopric. 
Together they were strong enough to override the rights of the 
cathedral chapter; and it has been seen that all the bishops appointed 
to the see of Hereford in the period under review were the product of 
such joint agreements. 
Below episcopal rank the king derived his right to appoint to 
benefices partly from patronage of benefices in his gift,partly from 
his rights of wardship, and partly from his right as king to enjoy 
the temporalities of a bishopric or monastery during a vacancy or 
confiscation. As the wealthiest laymen in the country, the kings 
1. A.L. Poole, From Domesday Book to Magna Carta, London 1954, 181. 
R.H. Tanner, En~lish Constitutional Conflicts of the Seventeeth 
Century,London 928, 18-25. 
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of England had used t heir wealth , and continued to use it , to enrich the 
chur ch . Numerous monasteries, col leges , chantries , churches and chapt)l s 
owed their existence to roya l dona tions, and the right to present to 
vacancies was of ten r etained . In t he diocese of Herefor d in the four -
teenth century no parishes· or chapel s lay in the direct patronage of 
the king , but when Edward IV became ki ng in 1460 all benefices f ormerly 
i n the gift of t he Mortimer fami1y became part of t he royal estat e. 1 
As feudal over lord hi s rights of wardship gave the king further 
opportunities for patronage . Again the Mortimer family provides a well-
documented example . Through political misfortune and a number of 
minoriti es the k i ng was able to pres ent to benefices i n their patronage 
t welve times between 1327 and 1400 and seven times between 1400 and 1432 . 2 
Other. families through acci dent , war or plague eave Edward III especially 
a number of such opportunities . In 1328 he presented to Ludlow as 
guardian of the heirs of Theobald de Verdun, in 1349 to Abenhall for 
the heirs of Richard de Abenhall and t o Munslow and Whitchurch for the 
heirs of the ear l of Pembroke , and to a portion in Burford for the 
heirs of Ri chard de Cornwaille, and to More for the heirs of William 
de More . In 1350. he presented to Ganerew for the heirs of William de 
Hathewey, in 1352 to a portion in Burford again , in 1355 to More again 
1. The Mortirners probably held the greatest number of benefices i n 
the hands of a single lay patron in the diocese, but political 
vicissitudes and a large number of minorities eroded t his. (See 
below). Benefices under their patronage included Hampton Wafer, 
Kingland , Montgomery, Neen Solers, New and Old Radnor , 
Pembridge ,Thornbury and Winforton. 
2. He presented to Montgomery in 1349 & 1394, Old Radnor in 1335, 
& 1430, Pembridge in 1338, Kinsland in 1342, 1366 & 1411, 
Neen Solers in 1362(twice), & 1385, Winfort~n in 1365, 1393 & 
1432, Ludlow in 1369, a chantry in Cleobury Mortimer church in 
1387, New Radnor in 1402, and .a chapel in Ludlow Castle in 1405. 
(Reg. T. Charlton, 79, 80, 83; Reg , Trillek, 381; Reg. L.Charlton 
65,67,70; Reg. Gilbert, 118, 121; Reg. Trefnant, 178, 185; Reg. 
Mascall, 171, 176; Reg. Spofford, 356, 358. 
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and in 1359 to Pul ver batch for t he he i rs of Ralph de ao tiler and t o 
Nether Sapy for the heirs of Hugh de Cokesaye. In 1362 he pr esented 
t o St oke Edith for the heirs of Thomas Walwayn and in 1367 again to 
a portion in Burford, t his time for the heirs of Geoffr ey Cornwaille.
1 
His successors continued to present in such c ases as occurred but 
t he growing system of enfeoffment to uses limited t heir opportunities, 
and for the remainder of the period such occasions were sparse. In 
1379 the crown presented to Lydham as guardian of the hei~ of John 
Charlton of Powys, in 1392 to Alberbury priory for the heirs of Sir 
Fulk Fi tzwarren, and to More f or the heirs of John de la More, in 
1402 t o TF.eacle (St. Tirioc's) chapel for the heirs of the duke of 
Norfolk, in 1403 to Flannesford priory for the heirs of Gilbert 
Talbot, in 1416 to Monnington as guardian of James Touchet, lord 
Audley . In 1418 Queen Joan presented to Worthen as the guardian of 
Humphrey, earl of Stafford and in 1419 to Shelve. In 1428 the crown 
. 
presented to Shrawardine duringthe minority of the earl of Arundel 
1 
and in 1448 during t he minority of the duke of Warwick. In 1462 it 
presented to Bitterley during the minority of the earl of Shrewsbury 
and in 1506 to English Bicknor as guardian of the heir of John 
Devereux, lord Ferrars,and Munslow as guardian of the daughter and 
heiress of Edmund Trussell, and finally in 1520 to two portions in 
Pontesbury as guardian of George, lord Powys. 2 
Far more extensive was the king'~ right to appoint to vacant 
benefices when the temporalities of a monastery or bishopric were in 
1 . Reg. T. Charlton, 75; Reg. Trillek, 375, 378, 379, 380, 383, 385, 
388, 391; Reg. L. Charlton, 65, 68. However all benefices under 
20 marks were in the gift of the chancellor. 
2. Reg. Gilbert, 116; Reg . Trefnant, 176, 186; Reg . Mascall, 182 ; 
Reg. Lacy, 114, 115; Reg. Spofford, 354, 368; Reg. Stanbury,191; 
Reg. Mayew, 224; Reg. Booth, 353. 
279 
his hands . The uses the crown made of these righ ts, especially t hose 
-
which arose from the epi scopal patronage of t he chapter and the 
confiscation of the a lien pr i ories has a lready been extensively 
documented i n chap ters three and five. Informally the king's powers 
to influence patronage were very much greater than those of other 
laymen; very few peopl e could afford to offend the king or i gnore his 
requests. Much of this can only be guessed at but one or two examples 
are documented . In 1345, at the king ' ~ request,bishop Trillek, on the 
occasion of his appointment to the see, bound himself to pay Henry de 
Tatton a pension of 5 marks: 1 Similarly Lewis Charlton was requested 
to provide pensions for two of the king 's clerks, William of Wykeham 
(a noted pluralist and soon to become bishop of Winchester) and John 
de Tiverton . 2 In the fifteenth century bishop Beauchamp , on the orders 
ofHenry VI, granted John Kett a pension of 20s until the latter was 
provided with a benefice, 'by reason of his new creation' , 3 and bishop 
Stanbury received the same orders in 1453 for Ranulph Byrd. 4 In 1516 
Booth received a writ demanding a pension for Richard Elys, a minister 
of the king's chapel, be granted by the bishop in consideration of 
h . t• 5 l.S crea 1.on. 
As well .as benefices for his servants the king also looked to 
the church for more direct financial help. Just as the principle was 
established that the king could not tax the laity without the consent 
of parliament so too the consent of Convocation was required before 
the clergy could be taxed. The taxation of the cle~y was based throughout 
1. Reg. Trillek, 50. 
2. Reg. L. Charlton, 12, 13. 
3. Reg. Beauchamp. 3. 
4. Reg. Stanbury, 7. 
5. Reg. Booth, 4. 
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the period under r eview on the values of benefi ces established i n 
the Taxatio Eccesiastica An ., liae et Walliae aucto~itate ?. Ni cholai 
IV , dr awn up in 1291 , and an increas ing percentage of the bi shops ' 
reg isters wer e taken up with the details of their collections of 
these taxes and the exempt i on of various benefices. 1 Edward III 
especially sought additional loans from the clergy in addition to 
these taxes . In 1347 a priva te letter from the king requested the 
loan of the bishop 'S wool. The bishop was obviously reluctant 
s ince four months later a further urgent request · came from ti.e king 
to the bishop who had not yet replied to the former apppeal. 2 In 
1348 the king gave a bond to the bishop for the repayment of £48 
borrowed for the expenses of war. 3 By the sixteenth century of 
course the values given in the Taxatio were long out of date and at 
the end of this period Henry VIII instigated a new and more 
thorough review of the wealth of the church, completed and brought 
together in the Valor Ecclesiaticus. 
If so far this chapter had looked at the tangible benefits 
which accrued to the king from hi s influence over the church 
medieval k.ing~ and their subjects were no less concerned with 
spiritual benefits which the church could confer. In an age which 
equated quantity of prayers with quality, the king was in an 
excellent position to command the prayers of a ll the faithful for 
himself and his family and for success or help in special 
circumstances. Prayers were sought (and given ) for such events as 
1. 
2. 
3. 
For a discussion of the problems of using this see R. Graham, 
'The Taxation of Pope Nicholas', : English Ecclesiastical Studies 
271-279. 
Reg. Trillek, 298, 309. Similar appeals were also made to 
other bishops . 
Ibid . 135 . 
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the success of t he king ' s army agains t the Scots in 1335 , 1 the 
renewal of war with France in 13a6 , an expedit ion ~gainst the 
Spani ar ds in 1350 , an expedition by the duke of Buckingham to Fr ance 
i n 1380 and by John of Gaunt as king of Castille and Leon i n 1386 , 
an expedition to Ireland in 1394 and Henry IV's success against the 
Welsh in 1405. 2 Henry V, as a devout son and benefactor of the 
church was especially favoured with numbers of such prayers in 1412, 
1414, 1417, 1419 , and 1423 ; 3 i n 1418 bi shop Lacy issued an 
indulgence of forty days for all who visited the church of the 
Hospital of St. John at Ludlow and made an offering and prayed for 
the king's success on the field of battle or for the souls of those 
buried in the graveyard . 4 In 1436 the prayers of t he faithful were 
once again required for the success of an expedition to France, 
that of the duke of Gloucester to relieve Calais, and again i n 1442 
a royal letter urged the bishop to order prayers and processions 
for the success of the war against France. 5 In 1451 the processions 
were for the peace and tranquillity of the church and realm, and in 
1490 again special prayers and services were requested so that the 
hostile intentions of the king's enemies might be averted and the 
peace of the realm secured. 6 In 1504 a mandate from the archbishop 
directed that prayers be offered for the king's good estate at the 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
Reg. T. Charlton, 58. More practically the king also asked 
the bishop to do his best to secure the loyalty of the \tlelsh 
people in border districts, and take measures alon with the 
leading members of the laity to meet the danger of a 
threatened Welsh uprising. 
Reg. Trillek, 264, 273, 160; Reg. Gilbert, 38-9, 95-6; Reg . 
Trefant, 24; Reg. Mascall, 6 . 
Reg. Mascall , 114, 85; Reg . Lacy, 97, 17, 41, 63. 
_Reg. L9-cy, 21. 
Reg. Spofford, 215 , 252 
Reg. Boulers, B; Reg. Myllyng, 128. 
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~t the principal ~ass in all ca thedral and colleg i ate c hu"ches . 1 In : 513 
when nenry VIII went t o war requests came for the usual devotions for 
the king and hi s army and the success of the proposed expedition. 2 
The king , although pr e- eminent was not the only person who could 
call on the prayers of the church especially in times of misfortune . 
From the time of bishop Lacy onwards the bishops ' r egi sters contai n 
numerous examples of indul genc es gr anted to those who aided unfortunate 
individuals , 3 poor hospitals , monaster i es, churches and chapels, 4 and 
even contributed to the repair of roads and bridg es . 5 
For landholders, rich as well as poor, one aspect of their hold i ngs 
was t heir patronage of parish churches and chapels and their righ t to 
present to the bishop candidates for that benefice. Although it was 
poss ible for the bishop to r eject a candi date who di d not fulfil the 
requirements of canon l aw ther e i s only one documented example in t he 
Here ford r egisters of this happening in the period under review, 6 and 
it seems that t he main concern of the ecclesiastical authorities was 
not with the candidate presented but that the presentation was made 
by the correct patron. Disputes over th e correct patronage of a benef i ce 
could arise as with disputes over the l egal rights to other f orms of 
property. In 1331 the prior and c onvent of Monmouth and Richard 
Talbot, lord of Goodrich, both c l a imed the right to present t o the 
viacarage of Goodrich . The case seems to have been heard in both the 
episcopal and royal courts as the original entry in Charlton's regi s t er 
1. Reg. Mayew , 53 . 
2 . Ibid. 171. 
3 . Reg . Lacy, 31 , 43; Reg . Spofford , 217 ; Reg . St a nbury, 68- 9 . 
4. Reg . Lacy 22 ; Reg . Spofford, 25 , 102, 103 ; Reg. Boule rs, 15 ; 
Reg . St anbury, 4, ~9, 122 , 133 . 
5 . Reg . Lacy , 17 , 20 , 35 , 63 , 65 , 90 ; Reg . Spofford, 35 , 60 , 132 ; 
Reg . Boulers, 15; Reg. Stanbury, 20 , 89 , 91, 92 , 99, 13l , 133 . 
6 . Reg . Spofford , 367 . 
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commi ssi ons two of the bishop's associ a tes to hear t he case, and three 
year~ater a roya t writ demanded the sequestration o; the goods of 
Monmouth priory as payment for a debt of £20 , damages to Thomas Talbot 
for wrongfull y resisting his right to present to Goodrich , as established 
at an enquiry held by William de Shareshull at Hereford. 1 In 1348 
~J illiam de Herewynton was commissioned by the bishop t o hear and decide 
the suit between Sir Lawrence de· Ludlow a nd William Purcel of Northbury 
who both claimed the presentation to the church of Acton Scot . 2 This 
case also went to the royal courts and a royal writ f orbade the bishop 
to admit anyone to Acton Scot until the case had been decided . 3 The 
king too fpequently had recourse to the courts, usually t he royal courts> 
to test his right to present to a particular benefice for one of the 
reasons given above. 4 When enquiries into the vacancy of a benefice 
were held one of the most important questions was who was the 'true 
patron '. At Dilwyn in 1481 one such inquisition into the disputed 
patronage of a chantry there failed to reach a decision because of 
intimidation by Sir Richard Delabere, one of the claimants, so 
importantly did he regard the question . 5 
By the beginning of the fourteenth century a l arge number of 
advowsons had passed into the hari~of the church , especially the 
religious houses . As landholders , the bishop , cathedral chapter , monasteries 
and hospitals already possessed a number of advowsons as part of their 
h~dings but many others were granted to them by the l aity , either on 
their own or as part of a wider grant,with the result that , by the 
1. Reg . T. Charlton , 13, 55. 
2 . Reg . Trillek, 41. 
3. Ibid. 320 . For other examples see Reg . Trillek, 320 , 322; Reg . 
Mascall, 66; Reg . Spofford, 147; Reg . Mayew , 114. 
4. Reg . Trillek , 275 , 278 , 294 , 301, 313, 314, 319, 322 , 333 , 356 ; 
Reg . MAscall , 47. 
5. Reg. Myllyng, ~ 68. 
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f 0urt. eenth century , approximatel y one hundred and e i~hty churches a nd 
Chapels in t he diocese were in t he g ift 0f other sections of t he church . 
Of those remaining in l ay patronage by far the greatest number were in 
the hands of the l ocal gentry, a few of them, like the Croft and Cornwaille 
families holding two or three advowsons, 1 but the majority holding only 
one. Some benefices of course were in the hands of the magnates; the 
most important of these in the diocese of Hereford were the 1•lortimer 
earls of March in the fourteenth century and the dukes of Yor k in the 
fifteenth century, holding the advowson of eight benefices. 2 The Talbot 
family, later earls of Shrewsbury, held the advowson of six benefices, 3 
while the earls of Arundel held five. 4 The Stafford family, later dukes 
of Buckingham, held two. 5 The Charlton family, which supplied two bishops 
t o the diocese in the fourteenth century, held the advowsons of the 
three portions in Pontesbury and Lydham, starting points for the five 
members of the family who later became part of the cathedral chapter. 
The possession of these advowsons , however, was not static but a 
constantly changing process as the accidents of birth, marriage and 
death altered families. Advowsons could also be bequeathed, sold or given 
away just like other forms of property, and it was comparatively rare 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
The Croft family held Edvin Ralph and Croft, while the Cornwaille 
family held Monkland, two portions in Burford, Hanley Willi am , 
and Eastham. 
See above, p.ll7 n.l. 
The Talbot family held Bitterley, Credenhill, Eccleswall, 
Edvin Loach, Huntley and Neenton in the fifteenth century. 
The earls of Arundel held Alcaston free chapel, Clungunford, 
Hopesay and Sharwardine. 
The Stafford family held Wentnor and Worthen. 
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to f i nd the same f amily holding one advowson throug hout t h e period d S 
the Beynham f amily did Mitcheldean , e ven t houg h during_tha t time t h ey 
angl i cis ed their name from ap Eynon. 1 In many benefices it is i mpossible 
t o trace the descent of the a dvowson as t he names change so many times . 
If a patron could not be found , or failed to present within 
six months of the vacancy, the bishop presented . Once a presentee was 
instituted and inducted into the ·benefice the patron had no further 
control over him, and only the bishop could remove him from that 
benefice for some serious breach of canon law until he di ed or resigned. 
Normally of course the parish priest would be concerned not to offend 
his patron , who might be a major source of his income through tithes 
and a principal benefactor of his church and a person of influence 
generally in the parish , but who , nevertheless, no l onger had any 
legal hold over him. 
For the wealthy and pi ous , however, the greatest opportunity 
for involvement in the church came with their efforts to improve their 
chances of salvation through founding a monastery, hospital or chantry . 
Although expensive, such a foundat i on usually gave them patronage 
and influence over the organi sation and running of the institution . By 
the end of the fourteenth century the great era of monastic foundations 
was over, and only one new house was established in the diocese of 
Hereford in the period under review, Flannesford Priory , a house of 
Augustinian canons founded by the Talbot family near Goodrich in 1346. 
Probably as a result of the Black Death its endowments were meagre 
(in 1536 the Valor Ecclesiasticus gives its net income as £14) and its 
inhabitants few, probably only two or three canons. 2 
1 
2 
Even so , two presentations in 1395 wer e made by the duke of 
Gloucester as guardian of Thomas ap Eynon. 
Knowles and Hadcock , op.cit . p .137. Reg . Trillek, 88-9 , C . P-~ R . 
1345-8, 220. In 1519 there was apparently only a prior, Reg . 
Booth , 65 . 
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By the end o f t he t hirteenth century most people pr e ferred the 
smaller outlay and more pers onal benefi ts of founding _a chantry . Nuch 
has been written concerning the growing di s illus ion of the lai ty with 
the established r e ligious orders and t he concentra tion on personal 
salvation , and the foundation of a chantry gave a greater scope f or 
individual intervention and control as well as for intangible 
spiritual benefits than did other forms of piety. The foundation of 
chantries had been a recognised form of piety for many years before 
the fourteenth century, but it was in the fourteenth and f ifteenth 
centuries that it reached its peak , both numerically and in the 
increasing elaboration of arrangements. There is evidence for 
approximately one hundred and fifty chantries in the diocese of 
Hereford. 1 Much of this evidence i s very sparse and little is known 
beyond their names, perhaps the names of one or two incumbents, and 
sometimes, from the patent rolls, the licence to alienate lands in 
mortmain, which from 1279 on was necessary for all gifts of land to 
2 the church. However, for a few chantries there is a great deal of 
1 This figure can only be approximate as not all chantries can 
be identified accurately. They were often dedica ted to more than 
one saint or identified by their position in the church, which 
may lead to duplication. Some chantries disappeared or were 
amalgamated during the period . The main sources of evidence for 
chantries are the bishops' registers, the Valor Ecclesiasticus , 
the chantry certificates for Shropshire published in the 
Transactions of the Shropshire Archaeolgical Society , 3rd series, 
10 (1910), ed. A.Hamilton Thompson, and Transactions of the 
Bristol and Gloucester Archaeological Society 8 (1883-4), ed. 
JiSir .. J ... , Maclean. There are no published chantry certificates for 
Here fordshire. 
2 For detailed information on the processes of founding a 
chantry, see S . Raban , Mortmain Legislation and the English 
Church (Cambridge, 1982) , and K.L. Wood-Legh, Perpetual Chantries 
in Britain (London, 1965). 
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informa tion about their foundat i on and organi sation . The most detai l ed 
of these i s Gr eyndour ' s chantry i n Newland church , founded by Joanna 
Gr eyndour in 1446 in the name of her l ate hus band , Robert Greyndour, 
who had di ed in 1443 . Bes i des the orig in al deed speci fy ing t he 
or ganisation of the chantr y comprising some 7 printed pages, t here 
are also two se t s of amendments , on e of 12 and the other of 8 pages. 
Incor porated in the chantry was a grammar school, and in her deed of 
foundation1 Joanna Greyndour l a i d down even the most minute details 
of how the chantry was to be run and of t he daily activities of the 
chaplain , the clerk who was to teach the schola rs, a nd the scholars 
themselves. She also tried to cover all eventualities, both before 
and after her death, of misbehaviour by the chaplain , whether it was 
absence, immorality, dishonesty or merely carelessness. Even after its 
foundation Joanna Greyndour continued to be deeply involved in its 
well-being, and in 1455 made extensive alterations to her deed of 
foundation. As before, she tried to cover al l eventualities of death or 
disaster to both the patrons and the clergy of the chantry, and 
prescribed every detail of life. Yet further extensive alterations 
were made in 1465. 2 There can be little doubt that Joanna Greyndour 
regarded this chantry as her life's work. 
In 1464 William Stourton, a clerk, founded a chantry in Lugwardine 
church, intended to be called 'Wi l liam Stourton's Chantry ', and he too 
laid down details of the form of worship and tried to provide for the 
continued residence, good behaviour and honesty of the chaplain and 
3 for the safe custody of the endowments, although not at the same 
1 Reg. Spofford, 281-8. 
2 Reg. Stanbury, 21-33, 104-112 . 
3 ibid. 100-104. 
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length and elaborat i on as Joanna Gr eyndour. Nearly a century earlier 
Roger Hunte and Alicia Pauncefoot had completed the f oundation of a 
chantry of St. Anne i n Ledbur y church wh i ch John and Joanna Hope had 
begun , and l a i d down s i mi lar regulations f or its ma intenance. 1 This 
chantry was almos t too successful for in 1385 the parish priest 
appealed to the bishop as his parishioners were attending the service 
in the chantry r ather than mass in order t o spend as much of the day 
as poss ible in taverns. The bishop order ed that the chantry service 
was no t t c begin until t he gospel had been read at mass . 2 
Of course, such elabora te foundations were only available to t he 
wealthy and literate of the community. Into this category feJl a 
number of the higher clergy , and several of the elaborate chantries 
in the cathedral were founded by bishops ; the Stanbury chapel was 
built around 1480 , the Audley chantry near the Lady chapel and the 
Booth porch chantry was in existence before 1518. 3 The Lochard 
chantry, also in the cathedral, was founded by William Lochard, canon 
and prebendary of Bullinghope and precentor . In 1535 the Valor 
Ecclesiasticus valued it at £8 c lear~ more than .many of the 
parishes within the diocese. There were many other chantries within 
the cathedral of course, some founded by laymen but the majority by 
clergy already connected with the cathedral. For the most part the 
laity preferred the more personal atmo{here of their parish church or 
chapel and many otherwise small churches hhd altars dedicated and 
served as chantries in an aisle or transept. Clehanger, a chapelry 
1. Reg. Gilbert, 48- 54. 
2. G.H. Cook, Medieval Chan±rtes and Chantry Chapels, London 1963, 63. 
3, G. Marshall, Hereford Cathedral; its evolution and growth, 
Worcester 1915, 131, 161, 163-4. 
4. V.E. III 14. 
?o9 
0f Allensmore, was 0ne such ; 0ther s included Knigh t0n, a chapel r y 0f 
Lindridge, and Sibd0n, a chapelry 0f Clun . Pyr t0n' s c~antry was in the 
chape l 0f St. Le0nard which was s ituated s0me tw0 miles from the m0ther 
church 0f Lydney and acted as a chapel 0f ease for many people , the 
chantry priest serving the chapel as well. 
The churches in the l~rger t0wns naturally had a number 0f such 
chan tries. The parish churches 0.f Heref0rd had a number besides those 
in the cathedral. In All Saints church there is evidence for three 
chantries, in St. Peter's f0ur, and at least one chantry each in the 
churches of St. Martin, St. Nicholas and St . Owen. 1 There were at 
least three chantries in Ledbury church, besides St. Anne'!! chantry 
already mentioned there was the chantry of the B.V.M. to which 
presentations were regularly made by the parishi oners of Ledbury, and 
a chantry founded in 1356 by John de Hope. 2 Two chantries in Ross 
church had been united by bishop Gilbert in 1377 , as individually 
their funds had been insuffi cient to support a chaplain. 3 Two other 
chantries at least also existed, that of St. Cal ewe , and the chantry 
at the altar of St. Mary dedicated to St. Thomas the Martyr. 4 Ludlow 
church included Beaupie's chantry, founded about 1484 and dedicated 
to St. Mary and St. Gabriel, 5 the chantry of the B.V.M. and the 
Palmers' Gild, a purely relig ious associati on which has been described 
1. Ibid. 27, 28. 
2. Reg. Trillek, 389. 
3. Reg. Gilbert, 2 . 
4. Re~. Trefnant, 186 , Reg . MPscall, 169. 
5 . Thompson, Shropshire Chantry Certificates, op. cit. 131. 
H.T. Weyman in his article 'Chantry Chapels in Ludlow Church', 
Transactions of Shropshire Archaeological Society IV, (1904), 
337 -370 1 claims no less than eighteen chantry altars. However 
his defintion of chantries seems to include lights and obits 
and most of them do not a ppear in the chantry certificates. 
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as a ' cooperati~e chantry' . 1 Founded in 1284 its purpose was 'the good 
estate of the souls of its brethren, their parents and benefactors and 
all the faithful departed, a nd the performance of works of charity on 
behalf of the living and the departed.• 2 In 1547 it had a warden, 
seven priests, four singing men, two deacons and six choristers to 
sing divine service, and also maintained a school master of grammar 
and thirty-two poor almspeople. The possessions of the gild were 
3 
valued at £87 17s 2d. 
For those who could not afford to establish chantries lesser 
endowments were possible. For a few shillings of rent each year an 
obit could be sung on the anniversary of the death of the founder : in 
Abenhall ,certain lands and rent to the value of 6s lld was given for 
two yearly obits. 4 In Munslow rents from lands lyi ng in Thongland 
raised 12d for a yearly obit,while in Chelmarsh the amount raised was 
40s, of which 37s 6d went to the poor. 5 An even smaller amount would 
buy the maintenance of lights or lamps in a church which was also a 
common expression of piety: in Hope Bowdler a yearly rent of 4d was 
used for the maintenance of a lamp in the parish church 'for ever'. 
There was a similar grant in Acton Scot while in Willey chapel the 
rent amounted to 2s for certain lights, in Pontesbury 5s, in 
6 
_ Pulverbatch 14d, but in Ford only 2d. 
So far this chapter has looked at ways in which the laity could 
1. H.F. Westlake, The Parish Gilds of Medieval England, London 1919, 
43. 
2. Ibid. 18. 
3. Thompson, Shropshire Chantry Certificates, op. cit. 327 •. 
4. Maclean, Gloucs. Chantry Certificates, op. cit. 302. Thompson, 
Shropshire Chantry Certificates, op. cit. 372, 375. 
5. Thompson, Shropshire Chantry Certificates, op. cit. 373, 375. 
6. Ibid. 373. 
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affect the life of the church . Finally i t i s proposed to look briefly 
a t how the c hurch af fected the lives of t hose people who lived in t he 
d iocese of Herefor d . Again as is the case with other sections of t he 
church most of the evidence comes from t hose who broke t he r ules and 
the evidence itself i s very uneven . Visitation r ecords , rathe r than the 
bishops registers, are the most detailed source but , as has been seen 
earlier, only one set a re extant for the di ocese of Herefor d, dating 
from the l ate fourteenth century, and while these can be compared with 
o t hers from other periods and dioceses they give only a very narrow 
p icture for the diocese itself • 
. The church, both the institution and the building occupied a 
central place in almost everybody's life. One of the biggest buildings 
in a village or town it served as a meeting place for rich and poor as 
well as a place of worship. Somet i mes the church could become too much 
the centre of parish activities and the bishop was compelled to speak 
out against unsuitable ones . In 1348 bishop Trillek forbad the 
performance of plays in the church of L (sic) which contained buffoonery 
and slander (scurilitas et turpiloquium) as unbecoming to the house of 
the l ord and disturbing the worship of the faithful. 1 In 1426 bishop 
Spofford commanded the curate of Newland to cause to be removed within 
three months booths and huts erected by the parishioners in the 
churchyard and used for the buying and selling of goods on .feast days 
and especially on Sundays . 2 
Responsibility for the building itself was divided between the 
rector of the parish and the parishioners , the former being responsible 
for the good repair of the chancel while the parishioners were concerned 
1. Reg. Trillek, 141-2 . 
2. Reg. Spofford , 96. 
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·.vi t h the 0ther pa rts . 1 In the vi s i tation returns of 1397 t wen ty- e i ght 
parishes r ep0r ted tha t repa irs were needed to the c hur c hyar d , nave or 
belfry , 2 ha l f as many as were rep0rted as needing repairs to t he chancel. 
Occ a s i onally t h e reas0n f0r this wa s that individual parish i oner s 
r efused t0 contribute, as at Chirstoke; 3 more frequently arguments 
had arisen ove r t he responsibility of parishioners of dependent chapels 
to contribute to the r epairs of ·the mother church . The churchyard 
gate at Sellak was noted as being in need of r epair, but t he deputation 
from Sellak claimed t hat parishioners worshipping at Little Dewchurch, 
Combe , Hentland and Bri dstow-(as well .as one par ishi oner , Will·ok Owen 
de Ry tir) wer e supposed to contribute but did not do so . 4 The excuse 
was noted but not accepted; 'they are ordered to make r epairs before 
the feast of St. Mi chael next, on pain of 40s. ' Another five parishes 
Aymestry, Bromfield, Bitterley, Culmington and Pulverbatch, similarly 
c l a imed a divided r espons i bility. At Bitterley where the parishioners 
claimed that the villagers of Clun and Ledwich were supposed t o 
contribute, the case was adjour ned f or the commissary- general to hear, 5 
while the parishioners of Pulverbatch claimed that Haughmond abbey as 
bound to contribute to the repair of the churchyard. 6 At Bishop's 
Frome the vicar was held responsible f or the condition of the belfry 
in that he had promised 100s for its repair, and in anticipation of 
. 1. However in the visitation returns the parishioners of Churcham, 
Downton and oxenhall are held responsible for the bad repair of 
the chancel. (Heref. Vis. II 452, IV 454.) 
2. Aymestry, Aston , Boddington, Bredwardine, Bromfield, Brunley, 
Bitterley , Byford, King's Caple, Chirstoke , Culmington, Bishop's 
Frome , Han wood, 1-!Hope Solers, LLanwaran, Lydham, Mains tone, 
Little Marcle, Pulverbatch, Sellak, Stowe, Stratford, Vowchurch, 
Wolferlow, Wentnor, West Hyde, Wormesley, Wistanstow. 
3. Heref. Vis. IV 460-1. 
4. Ibid. 446. 
5. Ibid. 452-3. 
6. Ibid. 462. 
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,this the parishi oners had pull ed down the old one and then found no 
money forthc oming . 1 At t·iainstone they ma<.le the excuse that no- one 
would bear t he responsibility; in answer a day was appointed for t he 
' 2 repaJ.rs. 
Sometimes the parishioners were hampered by distance or other diffic-
ulties from vis iting the parish church , and in cases such as these, 
subsidiary chapels had been set up to allow easier access a lthough 
they were not usually allowed rights of baptism or burial which 
continued to belong to the mother church. Again the existence of 
these chapels coul d threaten the well-being of the parish church and 
~icence from the bishop and the consent of. the mother church was 
theoretically necessary if not always obtained. In most cases these 
chapels of ease were already in existence before the period under 
review, but in 1418 bishop Lacy granted a licence to the inhabitants 
of Ashampton in the parish of Lydebury North to have mass celebrated 
in the chapel of Ashampton. 3 Also in 1418 , following a report by the 
commissary-general, and letters of consent from the prior and convent 
of Sheen, the rectors of Linton parish church, the bishop gave his 
co~sent to the consecration of a chapel arid cemetary at Lee, the 
inhabitants of Lake and Lee, ,a hamlet of Linton, ,having claimed that 
the journey t o Linton for baptisms and burials was made dangerous by 
floods. In a formal agreement between the vicar of Linton and four 
parishioners of Lee the vicar resigned all fruits and endowments of 
the chapel of Lee except for an annual payment of 20s with certain 
death fees. In return the parishioners undertook the payment of a 
1. Heref. Vis. III 97. 
2. Ibid . IV 457 
3. Reg. Lacy, 21. 
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~haplain to ser ve the chapel. 1 In 1521 bishop Booth dedicated a chapel 
a t Nor bur y again . •~o~ithin Lyc!ebur y Nor th parish, but emphasizing that _ 
it was without pr ejudice to the rights , fruits or income of Lydebury 
North. 2 Four years earlier Booth had granted a licence t o the 
inhabi t an ts of Hobendred to have divine service celebrated i n the 
chapel there, as l ong as the rights of the mother church of Clun were 
not prejudiced. 3 
Such agreements did not always work though or were i gnored 
as time passed and often the bishop was called upon to arbitrate in 
disputes about the respective rights of the mother church and a 
dependent or semi-dependent chapelry. In 1334 bishop Thomas Charlton 
recorded in his register an agreement between the parishioners of 
Baysham whereby the repairs of the parish church and chapel of King's 
Caple should be defrayed independently by the inhabitants of each area, 
but if either the church or the chapel should be desecrated then a 
contribution should be made by all. 4 A similar dispute occurred in 
1394 over the repair of the bell tower to Stottesdon church . Only 
the outcome of the dispute, the bishop's arbitration, survives but it 
is clear that the inhabitants of Farlow and Ingwardine were reluctant 
to contribute to the expenses of the tower. the bishop however laid 
down that they were liable to pay their contribution 'as true 
~parishioners•. 5 In 1353 the parishioners of ~igmore who were 
accustomed to worship at Leinthall chapel proved before the commissary-
-
general, Thomas Belamy, that the vicar of ~igmore was bound to support 
1. Reg. Lacy, 35, 37. 
2. Reg. Booth, 100. 
3 . Ibid. 25. 
4. Reg. T. Charlton, 70. 
-
5. Reg . Trefnant, 19. 
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a chaplain to celebrate in the chapel of Leinthall on Sundays , 'Nednesdays , 
rridays and the chief fest i vals , 1 while in 1488 the ~ icar of Aymestr y 
ag ree d to celebra te mass every Tuesday in the chapel of Leinthall Earles 
and on Sundays t o say one gospel and bless water and bread for the sick 
and aged. 2 In 1475 bishop twlyllyng gave evidence of a decision by his 
predecessor in 1467 in a dispute between the vicar of Ross and the 
parishioners of Weston, a dependen t chapelry, over the payment of a 
deacon serving in the chapel and the payment of fees for the office 
of the dead and mortuary fees. Stanbury decided that the vicar of Ross 
was not bound to find and pay for such a chaplain, that fees paid to 
the vicar or his s ubstitute for the office of the dead were to be the 
same as in other parts of Ross, and that mortuary fees were also to be 
the same as those usually paid by parishioners of Ross who were not 
burgess es. 3 Who was to pay for a chaplain was also a concern to 
the parishioners worshipping at the chapel of Boraston within the 
parish of Burford. They went so far as to withhold payment of their 
tithes to the rector of Burford until an agreem eot was reached in 1482 
whereby the rector (and third portioner) of Burford agreed to allow 
one annual sum of 8s 4d from the tithes paid by the parishioners for 
a chaplain as well as some glebe land, and in return t he parishioners 
agreed to pay their tithes including arrears. 4 In 1513 it was the 
inhabitants of Stanford within the parish of Bromyard who were disputing 
with the vicar over whose right it was to provide divine service and 
the sacraments in the chapel of St. Nicholas, and to receive the 
payments to the chapel; without the bishop's licence the parishioners 
1 Reg. Trillek, 194. 
2 Reg. Myllyng, 112. A priest was only allowed to say one mass 
a day, and there fore there was no ~ass .·"then · on Sundays. 
3 - Ibid. 18-20. Ther~ is no entry in the Stanbury register for this. 
4 Ibid. 82. For other examples or the refusal to pay tithes see 
p.30a.·s .• 
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had been receiving the money a nd employing a chaplain, but the vicar 
of Bromyard had forbidden him to celebrate there. Therefore an agreement 
was made that the inhabitants would no longer receive the payments to 
the chapel but rather they would go to the vicar, and in return the 
vicar himself and his successors recognised his obligations to provide 
services an Sundays and festivals and all the sacraments except burial. 1 
People were expected to attend church regularly at least on 
Sundays and the major festivals of the year, while the more pious 
attended more frequently. For the wealthy and pious it was possible 
to con tract out of visiting the parish church by establishing a private 
oratory or chapel within their own manors, but the bishop's licence 
was required to do this and one needed the resources to provide for a 
private chaplain. In licencing these private chapels or oratories 
the bishop was primarily concerned that the rights of the mother 
church to collect its correct dues, especially financial, were not 
infringed. Licences for these private chapels and oratories were 
2 
very coiTJllon in most of the bishop's registers. 
Attendance at church was one of the issues raised by the bishop 
at his visitation. However, out of the two hundred and eighty-one 
3 
returns only seventeen reported that parishioners did not attend church. 
In most cases this was confined to one or two individual~, but Burghill 
4 
reported eleven cases. Equally important was communion, which 
1 Reg. Mayew, 154-6. 
2 Reg. T.Charlton, 8, 15; Reg. Trillek, 59, 87, 97, 98, 101, 102, 
103, 104, 137; Reg . L.Charlton, 3, 48, 50; Reg . Gilbert, 4, 19, 
20, 25, 67, 85, 91, 94; Reg. Trefnant, 7; Reg. Mascall, 10; 
Reg. Spofford, 372; Reg. Stanbury, 133. 
3 Burghill, English Bicknor, Bishop's Castle, Richard's Castle, 
Chirstoke, Dewchurch, Dylew, Eardisley, Eye, Kilpek, Kingston, 
Monmouthp Newland, Pauntley, Canon's Pyon, Pembridge, Stokesay. 
4 Hereford Vis. I, 281. 
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everyone was expected to receive at leas t once a year at Easter, the 
most important festival of the church. In the visita~ion returns of 
1397 ten people from nine parishes were accused of not receiving 
communion at Easter, but at least one of these offenders went elsewhere. 1 
Involvement in the other sacraments of the church, baptism, 
confirmation, marriage, and burial, and the payment of the appropriate 
fees, was also regarded as universal and only deviations from the 
expected norms brought comment in the ecclesiastical records. The 
church's regulation of marriage and its annulment was important primarily 
for those people who were concerned with inheritance, and consequently 
with legitimacy. The existence of degrees of consanguinity within which 
it was forbidden to marry had obvious practical implications in a 
society which was largely static, but for the wealthy dispensations 
from observing the rule were common; several bishops recorded a number 
of such dispensations, and bishop Gilbert's in fact includes a form of 
dispensation to one who has married a person related in the fourth 
degree of consanguinity, using powers granted him by the pope. 2 Such 
dispensations could also be issued retrospectively to ensure the 
legitimacy of ~y offspring, as the dispensation to Griffin Vaughan 
ap Griffith Fordoun recorded in Gilbert's register shows. 3 
Cases of annulment or divorce {devorcii seu nullitatis matrimonii) 
were also important matters of record and likewise a number of such 
cases are recorded, either as cases to be decided by the bishop or 
1 Richard's Castle, Hopesay, Llanwaran, Minsterworth, Little Marcle, 
Pauntley, Ullingswick, Westbury, and Whitney. At Ullingswick it 
is recorded that the offender went elsewhere. 
2 Reg. Glibert, 102. 
3 Ibid. 75-6. Other examples of dispensations can be found in 
Reg. Mascall 53, 55, 57; Reg. Stanbury, 117 ; Reg. Myllyng, 31, 
131, 138. 
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his delegates, or as matters of enquiry by the king concerning the 
out~ome of cases of inheritance. It is noteworthy that marriage within 
the prohibited degrees of relationship was one of the most frequently 
cited reasons for annulment of a marriage, Such suits could be unpopular 
with the clergy: the suits brought by Cecelia and Joanna of Saltmarsh 
against Roger and Thomas Stacy of Monmouth were appointed to be heard 
by at least four sets of judges; 1 initially William de Thinghull, 
the commissary-general, then John Abraham, the sub-dean, then the prior 
of St. Guthlac's and others, and finally (in the register at least) 
canons John de 0 and William de Fownhope. In 1526, in response to a 
request from the king concerning Matilda 'who claimed to be the widow of 
Robert Ludlow', bishop Booth was able to tell him that the marriage had 
been annulled in the Hereford consistory court on the grounds that they 
2 
were related in the third degree. 
Among people who were not so concerned with questions of legitimacy 
and inheritance, concern about degrees of relationship, especially 
distant ones, was not so important, and in remo~e areas such relationships 
were possibly difficult to avoid. Nevertheless it was one of the matters 
reported on during the visitation of bishop Trefnant, and twenty-one 
3 parishes reported marriages within the prohibited degrees, Many of 
them come in groups of parishes appearing together at the same place 
and on the same day, and it may well be that this was a law of the church 
1 Reg. Trillek, 118, 129, 141. Other cases can be found in Reg. 
Lacy, 41; Reg. Spofford, 266; Reg. Boulers, 7; Reg. Stanbury, 
113, 131. 
2 Reg. Booth, 178. Similar requests are found in Reg. T.Charlton, 
42, and Reg. Mas call, 30-32. 
3 A1berbury, Brunley (2), Brinsop, Chirstoke, Chirbury, Dymmok, 
Hopesay, Kempley, Kilpek, Kingston (6), Kington, Lugwardine, 
Michaelchurch, Presteign, Old Radnor, Tiddenham & Lancaut, 
Tibberton, Titley, Vowchurch, Westbury and Whitchurch. 
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generally neglected by the ordinary people unless specifically called 
to mind. That one parish, Kingston, could .report six cases suggests 
that many others would have at least one or two if they looked hard 
enough. 
The church claimed to have a concern for the moral welfare of its 
flock as an aspect of spiritual well~eing, and the right to seek out 
and punish sin. Again during Trefnant's visitation over half the 
parishes reported at least one case of fornication or adultery. Generally 
the record of the offences went unremarked, but sometimes there were 
denials. Occasionally in the registers too, general monitions against 
immorality, or individual cases occurred. In 1346 Fulke Glass appeared 
personally before the bishop in Pontesbury church and was condemned, 
for his adultery with Cecelia de Alberbury, to offer a wax candle 
weighing 3lbs at Christmas mass, and on any further offence to pay 10 
1 
marks. In 1432 Thomas Hulle of Ledbury, excommunicated for adultery, 
received absolution after doing public penance, as did John Lyngen in 
1532 : 2 but only several years after the bishop had sent a petition 
to the king for his arrest and that of Anne Giles, because they remained 
recalcitrant even after excommunication. In 1449 bishop Beauchamp 
had endeavoured to spur the dean of Hereford to action against certain 
open adulterers in his jurisdiction. 3 His admonitions may have been 
of little effect, since in 1477 bishop My~lyng again wrote to the 
dean asking him to act against moral offences within his jurisdiction. 
This time the dean took action and reported the details to the bishop. 4 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Reg. Trillek, 98. 
Reg. Spofford, 133; Reg. Booth, 160, 246. 
Reg. Beauchamp, 9-10. 
Reg. Myllyng, 34-6. 
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Sexual immorality was the most frequently reported moral offence 
but usury, malicious accusation and theft, once ofgoods belonging to 
the church and twice of more general accusations were also offences 
brought to the attention of the bishop . in 1397. 1 
Burial frequently proved to be a contentious issue between the laity 
and the church, principally because of the fees involved. The right 
of burial and hence mortuary fees belonged to the parish church and 
consequently the incumbent was reluctant to cede this right, either 
toa chapelry or to friars and monks. The problems which often arose 
over attendance at church when a parish was large or in difficult 
countryside over the distance to be travelled2 were no less when it 
came to burial, and parishioners were anxious to have their own local 
burial grounds. In 1424 the earl of March presented a petition to the 
bishop on behalf of his tenants at Orleton that they might bury their 
dead in the chapel and cemetary there rather than at the mother church 
of Eye because of the disruption caused by floods, especially in 
winter. Both the earl and his tenants strongly disclaimed any 
intention to defraud the parish church of its tights. Since the patrons 
and rectors, the abbot and convent of Reading, and the vicar of Eye 
consented, and an investigation on behalf of the bishop into the truth 
of the allegation concerning the floods proved satisfactory, the 
3 
right of burial was granted. earlier attempt to assist the 
parishioners of Allensmore led to a complicated and bitter dispute. 
The dead of Allensmore, although it was a parish church, were supposed 
1. Usury was reported at three parishes, Chirstoke, Djmock and 
Lydham. Malicious accusation was reported in ten parishes; 
Bedstone, Bromsberrow, Bitterl,y, Bishopstone,Donnington, 
Kinnersley, Kingston, Leominster, Lugwardine and Minsterworth 
and accusations of stealing were made at Alberbury, Brampton 
Bryan and Dorstone. 
2. -s~ .p.:2..<t3. 
3. Reg. spofford, 57-9. 
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. to be buried at the cathedral, some three miles away, but bishop Adam 
of Orleton, with the agreement of the dean and chapter to whom the 
burial fees belonged, had consecrated a burial ground at Allensmor.e 
for the children and poor of the parish, but forbidden, on pain of 
excommunication, to anyone else. In 1346 bishcp Trillek issued a 
mandate to forbid any further burials in the cemetary because, despite 
bishop Orleton's denunciation, many wealthy people were buried there, 
and he ordered that any such excommunicate bodies be dug up and 
removed to unconsecrated ground. These burials had apparently been 
going on for some time but action was spurred on by the pollution 
of the churchyard by the shedding of blood there. 1 The parishioners 
refused to accept this action and went to the next line of appeal, 
the archbishop of Canterbury. In 1347 first the dean and chapter 
and then in February 1348, the bishop were cited to appear before 
the court of Arches to reply to complaints of the parishioners of 
Allensmore that the bishop had placed the burial ground under an 
interdict on the grounds of bloodshed which in fact had not taken 
place·, ther.e. In this citation no mention was made of the other cause 
of friction, although the disinterring of corpees on account of the 
interdict was. 2 No further report on the case is found in Trillek's 
register but in bishop Trefnant's register is a copy of the agreement 
made in March 1348 between the chapter of Hereford and the rector and 
parishioners of Allansmore concerning the right of burial in the 
cemetary there and the right of the chapter to the mortuaries and 
and funeral offerings. This agreement acknowledged that the burial 
ground was originally for the poor and children only but the 
1. Reg. Trillek,105-6. 
2. Ibid. 120-1, 124. 
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parishioners erred through 'simplicity and ignorance of the law', and 
for the sake of peace, the dean and chapter conceded, considering the 
distan~es involved and the difficulties of modern times, especially 
timespf plague, that all parishioners might have the right of burial 
there, after reconciling it for pollution. In return the parishioners 
agreed that all mortuaries and ablations pertaining to these burials 
would continue to be paid to the cathedral as formerly, -before the 
burial took place. 1 
Similar problems could arise when the dead person had expressed a 
wis~to be buried in a church belonging to one of the monastic or 
mendicant orders; during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries burial 
in churches belonging to the latter was especially p~lar on account 
of thei4Perceived greater piety. The parish clergy felt their 
position and especially their revenues threatened by this movement 
until agreements were worked out between them and the friars. In 1353 
a dispute had arisen between the rector of Ludlow and the Carmelite 
friars over the burial of Sir Laurence de Ludlow. No details are 
given but the result was that in future bodies of persons who died in 
the parish of Ludlow but were to be buried elsewhere than in the 
parish church ought first, by the towds custom, to be brought to the 
parish church for a mass and the offerings should belong to the rector. 
Concerning the already completed burial of Sir Laurence, the Carmelites 
were to place a bier in the parish church and allow mass to be 
celebrated there for his soul, and allow the rector. all offerings 
on that occasion. 2 In fact at Sir Laurence's burial bishop Trillek 
had officiated and received two horses and armour for two men and 
1. Reg. Trefnant, 129-131. 
2. Reg. Tr11lek, 195-6. 
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13s 6d as offerings without any dispute on the part of the friars, 1 
so on this occasion they seem to have been doubly -penalised . By the 
end of the fourteenth century such agrtements had become commonplace 
and in 1392 the bishop noted in his register that he had sanctioned 
the removal of the body of the earl of Pembroke from the church of 
the Friars Preacher of Hereford to that of the Friars Minor in London 
as already agreed. No mention was made of the rights of the parish 
church. 2 A number of wills included in the bishops' registers 
stipulate burial in such churches. 3 
For most people, if the church was dominant as a building and an 
institution, it was also omnipresent as a tax-gatherer, for the parish 
church and its incumbent were paid for by the contributions of its 
parishioners. Reference has already been made to the fees for burial 
and these were paralleled by fees for the other sacraments and 
oblations three or four times a year at the great festivals. However 
the greater part of the revenue of the rector came from the payment 
of tithes, the tenth part of the produce of the parish, from corn 
crops to eggs, honey and garden produce, or a tenth of income in the 
case of craftsmen or merchants. Then as now taxes were unpopular and 
evasion of tax was a major concern. It is impossible to estimate the 
extent of under payment of tithe but at least one person, William Pope 
4 
of Ludlow, left in his will 4s to the rector for forgotten tenths. 
Non-payment of tithes could be punished by excommunication and the 
incumbent of the parish was entitled to pronounce a general sentence 
1. Reg. Trillek, 195. 
2. Reg. Trefnant, 16. 
3. Reg. Gilbert, 34,54, 67, 76. 
4. Ibid. 23. 
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of excommunication against offenders four times a year, but probably 
rarely did so because of the bad feeling it could cause. 1 In 1383 the 
vicar of Whitton Aston was assaulted when he tried to publish a 
mandate of the bishop excommunicating anyone who harmed the church of 
Hereford. 2 lndividuals could also be taken to the ecclesiastical courts 
and if found contumacious, excommunicated. If their souls' peril was 
still insufficient to bring them to pay their dues, then after forty 
days they could be handed over to royal justice. In 1386 Thomas 
Clerke, the rector of St. Owen's, Hereford, reported to the sub-dean 
of the cathedral who had heard the case, that he had published his 
sentence of excommunicat~on of certain defendants in a suit brought 
by Walter Pride, the penitenciary, for the recovery of tithes. They 
remained contumacious and a request was afterwards made to the king 
3 for their arrest. 
Sometime the withholding of tithes was part of an ongoing dispute 
between the rec,tor or vicar and his parishioners. The dispute between 
the parishioners of Boraston and the rector of Burford already 
referred to involved the withholding of tithes, which in the 
settlement of the dispute had to be paid with arrears. 4 Similarly the 
inhabitants of Stanford had used their tithes to provide for a chaplain, 
5 
while the vicar of Bromyard claimed them. In 1436 bishop Spofford 
arbitrated in a dispute between the vicar of Lydney and two of his 
parishioners over tithes owed for certain pastures and animals there 
1. P. Heath, op. cit. 150. 
2. Reg. Gilbert, 13, 15. See also chapter four, U O. 
3. Reg~.Gilbert, 92-4. 
4. ~ . 2.q 5"' 
5. ., ........ ,p. ~C\b . 
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during the past five years. The reason for withholding the tithes is 
not given but may have involved a dispute over the boundaries of the 
parish. The verdict went against the two. 1 However documentation of 
these issues is sparse in the bishops• registers as such matters would 
be dealt with at local or consistory }evel and a better source of 
information is visitation returns. In the one set extant for the 
diocese of Hereford only eight instances from seven parishes are 
recorded of people withholding tithes. At Ashperton the same William 
Boley who withheld his tithes had expelled the curate from the church 
by force on Pa~~on Sunday. 2 and similarly at Pauntley, Nicholas 
Hosches had not only withheld his tithes but was only a rare attender 
at church and had delayed receiving the sacraments at Easter also. He 
had refused to attend the visitation and consequently was excommunic-
ated.3 At Minsterworth Henry Merekote was also accused of withholding 
his tithes and not attending confession or communion at Easter, and 
when he m~d come to church, of disturbing divine service and insisting 
on sitting in the chancel: he later appeared and purged himself. 4 
These examples 111a·y be part of the wider dissatisfaction with the church 
which the Lollard movement was crystallising. McFarlane notes that 
the presence of Lollards in the western part of the diocese was 
widespread at this time5 but without comparisons from other visitation 
returns it is impossible to be more specific. fhe other examples of 
the withholding of tithes were at Bredw~dine, Lydham {two examples), 
Norbury and Stanton by Pembridge where no reasons or explanations were 
1. Reg. Spofford, 212. 
2. Heref. Vis. III 95. 
3. Ibid. II 453. 
4. Ibid. II 452. 
5. K.B. McFarlane, Jobn Wyclif and the beginnings of English 
Non conformity, London 1952, 127, 135. 
1 
·giYen. 
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Bo far the the role of the laity within the church has been 
considered and their actions placed within the context of acceptance 
of the church and its doctrines, so finally it is proposed to look at 
dissent and dissatisfaction with the church in the diocese. M. McKisack 
has stated that the 'south Welsh March' was the most important field 
of Lollard activities outside O~ford, 2 but the bishops' registers of 
the late fourteenth and fifteenth centuries give little indication of 
this. It is true that the second part of Trefnant's register deals in 
considerable detail with the trials of Swinderby and Brut for heresy, 
however it is the proceedings of the trial and the arguments used 
to prove or disprove their guilt that Trefnant is primarily interested 
in3 and there is little evidence in the rest of his register that he 
was concerned with the damage they might have done in his diocese. 
In 1395 John Croft (fro~ well-known and influential family in the 
diocese) took an oath before the bishop renouncing heresy,, but this 
was as a result of letters from the king and not at the bishop's 
instigation. John Croft had already made a public renunciation of his 
beliefs before the king at Windsor and then returned to Herefordshire, 
and the king required the bishop to receive another oath from him, 
4 
much to John Croft's surprise and reluctance. The offence specifically 
referred to was the reading of the bible in English, copied by those 
'commonly called Lollard'. Croft was not only bound for himself but 
also for his wife, family and servants. 
1. Heref Vis. I 284, IV 457, 446. 
2. M. Mckisack, The Fourteenth Century, Oxford 1959, 520. For a 
general discussion of Lollardy see McFarlane, op. cit., G. Leff, 
Heresy In the Middle Ages, Manchester 1967, 494-606. 
3. Reg. Trefnant, 231-365; McFarlane, op. cit. 129-135 discusses in 
detail the careers of Swinderby and Brut. 
4. Reg. Trefnant, 145-8. 
307 
In 1397 Isabella Prustes repudiated her heretical beliefs, also 
specifically denounced as Lollard, after being excommunicated. She had 
remained recalcitrant and it was only after the bishop asked the king 
to take action against her that she recanted. 1 No details were given 
about Isabella or the nature of her beliefs. The visitation returns of 
1397 record only a few items that could be suggestive of Lollard ideas 
or other heretical beliefs, but ·without other visitation returns from 
the diocese for comparison it is difficult to know how far they were 
typical. Certainly the returns do not suggest any widespread 
dissatisfaction with the church but then, this was not their purpose. 
Heresy, of course, was not confined to the Lollards and their ideas 
and over half a century earlier, in 1336, bishop Thomas Charlton had 
commissioned three canons to hold a court for the trial of Richard 
Moniword, a citizen of Hereford, accused of heresy, but no other 
details are given. 2 
Trefnant's successors were also only intermittently concerned 
with heresy. Sir John Oldcastle was a Herefordshire landowner, lord 
of Almeley, and his family had held the advowson of the church there 
until it was approp~iated to Wormesley priory in 1383; 3 at his trial 
in 1413 he was described as 'the principal harbouer, promoter and 
protector and defender of heretics especially in the dioceses of 
4 London, Rochester and Hereford.' However the only reference to 
heresy during Mascall's episcopate was the instruction by the bishop, 
as commissioner of the archbishop, to the dean and archdeacons to 
1. Reg. Trefnant, 144-5. 
2. Reg. T. Charlton, 71. 
3. Reg. Gilbert, 15. 
4. McFarlane, op. cit. 164. 
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proclaim Oldcastle a heretic and schismatic. Bishop Spofford's register 
shows him to have been a conscientious and hardworking diocesan, but 
only one entry in his register points up the continued existence of 
heresy, in Sir John Oldcastle's manor of Almeley. Spofford, since he 
had learnt that heresy 'which had once spread its borders in the 
parish of Almeley as appears by ancient traces, is now endeavouring 
to revive•, 1 set up a commission of three to investigate. They found 
one man, John Woodhall, a clerk, commonly suspected of heresy and the 
secret harbouring of forbidden books. After arresting him and searching 
his house they found such books and he was brought to trial and 
publicly renounced his heretical beliefs, 2 most of which were those 
commonly regarded as Lollard. 
In his last year as bishop of Hereford, when his activities were 
confined to his diocese, John Stanbury concerned himself with heresy. 
However his investigation was not widespread and most of the cases 
documented in his register occur in the parish of Lydney. Fourteen 
men and women from that parish abjured their heresies between 1469 
and 1472.3 Again where the form of renunciation is given their beliefs 
were those commonly associated with the Lollards. Two parishioners of 
' Wo~aston also abjured their heresies in 1472 and Thomas Packer of 
Walford was pronounced excommunicate for refusing to appear to answer 
charges of heresy. (Two months later he abjured).4 These outbreaks of 
heresy Stanbury was able to deal with, but it was not stamped out 
1. Reg. Spoffor9, 153. 'Herettca pravitas que ut per prisca vestigia 
olim in parochia de Almeley suas fimbrias dilatavit, jam 
reviviscere satagat.• 
2. Ibid. 153-6. 
3. Reg. Stanbury, 118-124. 
4. Ibid. 153-6. 
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altogether and in 1505 bishop Mayew issued a commission t o the prior of 
St. Guthlac's and others to deal with cases of heresy ln the diocese. 
Once again the Croft family were involved; in February 1505 John Croft 
of Eardisley abjured his heresies (similar to those his ancestor had 
abjured just over one hundred years earlier) and two associates also 
pUrged themselves of heresy. 1 Four years later Thomas Hygas of Wollaston 
abjured his heresy and carried out ' his penance, first in the cathedral 
and then in Mitcheldean church. 2 In his abjuration he made reference 
to other heretics at Lydney some twelve years earlier; the same area 
as had been a centre of heresy in earlier episcopates. Despite these 
survivals of Lollardy in certain parts of the diocese, when bishop 
Booth wa~ordered in 1526 to collect all translations of the New 
Testament from the inhabitants of the diocese and burn them, he reported 
3 that despite his monitions none were surrendered, though that is not 
necessarily to deny their existence. 
Because the ecclesiastical records of the diocese, as of other 
dioceses, record the exceptional, the faults the problems of the diocese 
it is inevitable that the picture of the laity which emerges is a very 
fractured one. Nor were the bishops in their registers really concerned 
with the laity except as their actions impinged on the activities of _ 
the_ church. Only in one set of visitation records is it possible to 
get a broader picture of parochial life, and again the nature of a 
visitation ensured th*t it was the faults rather than the virtues of 
parishioners which emerged. Nevertheless the absence of any large 
scale dissatisfaction or dissention within the church, the 
1. Reg. Mayew, 65-67. 
2. Ibid. 109. 110, 
·3. - Reg. Booth, 187, 189. 
3 10 
. activity in founding chantries, rebuilding churches and 
establishing chapels points to a general acceptance o f the church. 
Frequently disputes in which the laity were involved were not against 
the church as a whole but what they saw as individual abuses. However 
I 
the church as an institution and as a co~~ction of individuals was 
not receptive to the needs of the laity . The needs, particularly the 
financial needs of the church were put before the needs of the people 
who used it, and as has been seen elsewhere, the church had become 
primarily a judicial and financial organisation rather than a spiritual 
leader. The diocese of Hereford was not exceptional in this but part 
of a larger whole. 
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